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T O 

Mrs. R a T N £ R/ 

O F 

SUNBURY, in MIDDLESEX. 

Madam, 

YOUR knowb seal for the caufe ia 
the defeooe of which this work i» 
cmnpbied is my motiye for prefixing your 
name to it* It is a great and important 
queftioa that is now in agitation^ and it 
is but juiiicc that poilcrity ihould, if j)of- 

« 

fiUe» be mide acquainted with the names 
of thofe mbIoos advocates of truth, whoic 

A a exertions 
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W DEDICATION. 
eicertioDSt though not in the charader of 
writers, have yet, in various other ways, 
contributed to its fuccefsful fpread. In 
this honourable clafs 1 know of few that 
are intiiled to iUnd before that of Mrs« 
Rayner. 

Such is our foclal nature, that tbofe 
who are aduated by the pureft love of 
truih, and wbofe views are the moft 
fingle, Jerlp and therefore, in fome degree, 
wani the additional motive which ariici 
itoui the concurrence uf others, in a caulir 
in which the world in general is aij^inft 

them* But a very fcw, uoiied ia a love 
of trotht of the importance of which 
they ut deeply ieofible, will cafily bear 
up egainil any eomiiioatioii^ Nombers^ 
power, w^ilth, long cilabiiftimcnt, faiiiion, 
iotereft, and every other adv«u)tage on the 

Cde 
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fide of inmr^ iofpire oo fear or diftrttft, 

but rather give courage to the fauU band 
that fight under the banners of iruib and 
right. The coDtefl itfclf is glorious, and 
their confidence of final fuccefs makes 
them cafjr, and even joyfuli under all 
pofiiioo. 

Believiagt as I am pcriuadcd that yon^ 
Madam^ as well as myfelf, do, that a wiie 

Providence fiiper-intends all events, guid* 

ing the thoaghls and purfoits of every 

individual to the moft proper objct^ and 

in the nauii proper time, we rejoice in 

ieeing every ^ocilion of great imuktuU 
and efpeci<illy thofc relating to tbe$logy, 
become the fnbjeA of interefting diicuf'- 
fion I wdl knowing that it Is a pielttde 
to the enlargement of the minds of msA, 
the dcte^oo oi error, and the propsga* 

A 3 tion 
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tion of truth, with which the well being 
,,^J^ of mankind, here and hereafter, is always, 
more or lefs, connected. 

♦ 

You, Madam, have fufficiently (hewn 
a mind iuperior to every thing that this 
world can hold out in oppohtion to the 
claims of reafon and ponfcience^ and the 
J^nowledge that I have of your enlarged 
views, and j^our noble intrepidity in fol- 

■ 

lowing truth wherever you apprehend it 
to lead you, and in overlooking all obfta- 
cles th^t would oppofe right canJuff, will 
always, I hope, increaie my own zeal and 
. firmneiLs in the fame caufe. Such ex- 
amples are ever prefent to my mind i and 
^ it is impoffible that they fliould be con- 
s/ templated without fpme beneficial in- 
fluence. 
' ' . • ' 

* 

Society 
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Society^ like yours^ aod that of out 
common and excellent friend Mr. Lindfey 
(without, however, excluding many others 
who think differently from us with re- 
fped to the objed: of this work, but whofe 
chriftian fpirit I revere, and, I hope, emu* 
late) is one chief lource of my happinefs <^ 
here. And I have no greater wiih than 
to rejoin fuch friends hereafter, and (hare 
in their purfuits in a future world, as I 
have done in the prefent ; not doubting 
but that we ihali hnd proper obje(^s for 
the exercife of that ardent love of truth, 

* • 

and that zeal and adivity in promoting 
it (as well as for the principles of piety 
and benevolence in general) which have 
been formed here. 

Wiihing that your fun may^ fet with 
ferenity, in the pleafing profpedt of the 

a 4 fuccefsful 
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vUi DEDICATION. 
iucceMul fpread of that truth which it 
has been your great wiih to promote^ and 
of that future happy worlds ia which 
truth and virtue will reign triumphant^ 

1 am, with the truell rcfpcft, 

M A D A 

Your moft obliged 
humble Servant^ 

J. PRIESTLEY. 

BIRMING HAM, 
May* 1786. 
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PREFACE. 

TH E Hiftory of the Corruptions of 
CbriJiiMiiy I wrote as a fequel to 

my Inftitutes of Naiural and Revealed Reli'^ 

gion^ and thereibfe chiefly for the die of 

tU unkarnidp who might wiih to kaow in 
what manner, tnd from what canles, fiich 
do^ioea as thole oi the trinity^ atommtnt^ 
original fin^ tec. arofe, and got fo firm ail 
eftabliihment in the creeds of fo many per« 
ions profcuidg chrillianity, with the ge^ 
onine principles of which they are totally 
difcordant* 

That work having engaged me in a con* 
troveriy with cefpcA to the firft article of 
itt viss» ihe JUJioty of Ofimtms /:muirmHg 
Chrijl^ I have been led to give more parti« 

3 cttlar 
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cular attention to the fubjed ; and this has 

produced the materials for the work which 
I now pre fen t to the public, and efpecially 
to the learned^ to whom it is more particu- 
larly-addrefled ; though, I hope, that the 
greateft part of it will be fufiiciently inteU 
Jigible to readers of good fcnie, who may 
not have had the advantage of a fcholaftic 
education. 

In compoling this work> I can truly fay 
that I have fpared neither time, labour, nor 
ezpence. When I formed the defign of it^ 
I was determined to do it , from original 
writers, without even looking into any 
modern author whatever. I therefore pe- 
rufed all the books of which .a catalogue 
will be given at the clofc of the work 
(which are all that I could purchafe, or 
conveniently borrow) with as much care as 
I thought the nature of each rccjuired, hav- 
ing only one object in view ; and I did not 
knowingly overlook any paffage that pro- 
mifed to throw light upon the fubjefii. . 

» 

Having 
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' Having collected and arranged thefe ma- 
terials, furniflied by thofc original authors, 
I appHed myfelf to the reading of all tht 
modern writers of any reputation for learn- 
ing in ecclefialUcal hiftory, whether their 
opinions were the fame with mine, or not. 
But the addition that I made to my own 
collediion of authorities by this meana 
amounted to very little, not more than, 
about twenty or thirty, and thofe, in gene-^ 
ral, of no great confequence* What more 
I could have done I cannot tell. By de- 
laying the publication a year or two longer, 
and rcvifing the work »again and again, I 
might, no doubt, have made it more com- 
plete, efpeciallyas a compofition. But with 
me this is no objeft at all ; and the im- 
provement that I might have made in the 
work in other refpedls would not, I think, 
have been very material* 

With great tranquility and fatisfadion, 
therefore, I now commit this Hiftory to my 
friends, and to my enemies ; fufiiciently 
aware that it is not without its defeds to 

exercife 
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»i PREFACE^ 

exercile the candour of the former^ and the 

captioufncfs of the latter. But no work of 
this extent^ and of this nature, can be ex« 
pcCted to be perfed. 1 have mylclt difco- 
vcrcd great miftakes and o?er(ights in thoic 
who have gone before mei and notwith* 
Handing all my care, 1 fliall not be fur- 
prized if thoiii who cpme after oie, ei|>e« 
cially if they walk over the iame ground 
•snore leifurely than I havedone^ fhould find 
fooie things to corred: in me. To make tliis 
aseafy as poflible^ I have printed my autho- 
rities at full length. But I am confident, 
that all my overfights will not iavalidate 
any pofition of confequence in the whole 
work i an4 this is all that the real inquirer 
afiir truth will be foiicitous about. 

On no former occafion have I declined^ 

but on the contrary I have rather courted, 
and provoked) oppofition, becaufe I am 
fenfible it is the only method of difcover- 
ing truth > and I am far from wiftiing that 
this work may efcape the mod rigorous 
examination. It will enable me to corre^^: 

any ' 
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PREFACE. ^i- 

aoy future editions of it^ and make it more 
perfed: than it is poflible for me to make 
it at prefent. I hope alfo that the con- 

troverfy will be continued by men of learn- 
ing, though I may no^ think royfelfeir« 
cufed from taking any part in it. But with 
refpcd to this, I do not pretend to have 
any fixed determination* £yery writer who 
wilhes not to miflead the public, is anfwer- 
able for what he lays before them. At their 
bar he is always ilanding, and fhould hold 
himfelf restdy to anfwer any importatVt 
queiUoUt when it is properly put to him. 

This I fhall have a good opportunity of 
doing in the Theological Repofttory^ which 
I have revived^ and which is publiihed oc» 
cafionally i and^ to repeat what I faid on a 
former occalion, If any perfbn will give 
*^ his name, and propoie any difficulty 
whatever relating to the fubjeA of this 
*^ work, fo that I fliall fee reafon to think 
that it proceeds from a love of truth, I' 
here promife that I will fpeak fully tQ 
it^ and I fhall be as explicit at I poffibly 

" can/* 
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can/' Notwitliftanding the pains that 
have been taken to exhibit me to the public 
as an unfair and diiingenuous writer^ I truft 
; that with many, at leail, I have fomc clia- 
O racter ta lofe ; or if fo much has been taken 
away that I have but little left, it may be 
' prefomed that I ihall be the more careful 

of it on that account* 

« 

It was my earneil wiih to have had the 
advantage of a public difcullion of the fub-* 
jeA of this work by a learned Arian before 
I had proceeded to the compofition of it. 
1 folicited for fuch an opponent both pub- 
licly and privately, but without fucccis % 
which I think is much to be regretted. In 
lieu of this, I have collected the ideas of 
the Arians in a more private way, and have* 
myfelf endeavoured to fuggeft all that I 
poflibly could in fupport of their opinion. 
It will be feen that I have given particular 

r attention to their dodlrinc through the 
wthole courfe of the work ; and 1 muft fay 
^ that, I find no evidence of iis exiftcnce be- 
fore the time of Arius« , If I have proved 

^ this» 



Digitized by Google 



P R E F A C XV 

this, the hypotheiis muft be abandoned.* 
For no perfon can long fatisfy himfelf with • 
%ing, it is fufficient for him, if he find 
his opinion in the fcriptures, and that he 
will not trouble himfelf about that of 
others, however near to the time of the 
apoftJcs. For it will be an unanfwerablo ^ 
argument, a priori, againft any particular * 
doArine being contained in the fcriptures, \ 
thatit was never undcrftood to be fo by thofe ^ 
perfons for whofe immediate uie the fcrip- ^ 
tures were written, and who muft have been / 
much better qualified to underftand them, ^ 
in that refped at Icaft, than we can pretend 
to be at this day. 

My Arian friends, I am well aware, will 
think that, in this, as well as in a great 
part of the work, I bear peculiarly hard ^ 
upon them ; and I frankly acknowledge it. ( 
1 think theirs to be an hypothefis equally \ 
deftitute of fupport in the fcriptures, in j 
rcafon, and in hiftory. Ther? is, i even ^ 
think, lefs colour for it than for the trini- 
tarian dgdrinc as it flood before the coun* 

cii 
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of Nice. For afterwards it beeaine a 

perfect cmiradiMion^ uodeferving of aoj 
difcuffion. 

It would give me much pain to ofi^nd 
HiyAriao frieads, as I fear 1 fhall do ia 
ibis wc3^rk bccaufe for many of them I have 
a great efteemt for (bme of them as great as 
I have for any living charadcrs whatever. 
Bttt I flatter myfelf that^ as they know me 
welly they will be latisHcd, that all I have 
advanced arifes from the fulnefs of my per- 
fuafion with refped to the failaciouihefs of 
their principles* and my eameft defire to 
recommend to them a iyitem better founded 
than their own. 

« 

They will be more particularly offended 
at my not allowing them the title of unitom 
rUms. But for this I have given my rea« 
fons ^ and I refpedl them as good men, and 
goad cirijiians, which is of infinitely more 
value. Befides, the title of unitarians is 
that which had always been given to thofe 
who havQ of late been called Socinians in 

this 
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PREFACE. xvii 

this country^ till Arianifm was int^od^ced 
by Mr. Whifton, Dr. Clarke, and Mr, 
Pierce^ at a ti(ne, whea the old unitarians, 
fuch as were Mr. Eiddle, and Mr. Firmin 
(thofe moft refpe<^able of men) were almoft 
extind:. We therefore only reclaim an old 
poirefiion» and by this means get quit of 
a denominatiou from a particular perfon, 
which is never a pleafing circumftance. 
But let my reafons be coniidered, and by 
them I am willing to ftand or falU 

There is one particular fubjedt on which 
I have much enlarged in this treatife, and 
about which I had no intent ioa to write 
at all, when I began to tolled: materials for 
it. Jt is the miraculous conception of Jefus, 
concerning which I had not at that time * 
entertained any doubt ; though I well knew 
that feveral very eminent and learned chriA* 
tians, of ancient and modern times, had 
dilbelieved it. The cafe was that, in pe« 
rufing the early chriftian writers, with a 
view to colleft all opinions concerning Chrift^ 
i found fo much on this fubjefk, that I 

b . ' could 
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could not help giving particular attention 

to it; and it being impoilible not to be 
ft ruck with the abfurditf of their reafoning 
about it, I wa6 by degrees led to think 

whether any thing better could be laid ia 

proof of the jaQ \ and at length my coUec« 
tions and fpeculationsy grew to the iize 
that ia npw before the reader* 

It has been my bufinefs to colled and 

digeik JaUs and opinions^ and it will be 
his to form a judgment concerning them. 
What 1 mylelf think of them he will eaiily 
perceive, bccaul'c 1 have frankly acknow* 
ledged it % but that ought not to bias him« 
i rather wi(h that it may operate to awaken 
his fufpicions, and lead him to examine 
what 1 have advanced witii the grcateft ri* 
gour. To afllift his judgment, I have kept 
nothing back that has occurred to mylelft 
or ihat lias been iuggefted by others > aiid 
in order to colled opinions with more ea(e» 
1 hrit publiihed this article in the Tbe^k^ 
peal Repofitory^ as I alfo did that relating 
CD the intricate buUneis ol l^latoniim* 

lam 
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I am well aware that what I have ad- 
vanced on this fubjef): will give my ene-* 
mics frefh occafioa fur railing a clamour 
againft me. But they cannot, with this 
new provocation, add to what they have 
already faid of me. If they tax me with 
mean ^artifice, bafe difmgenuity, grofs ig- 
norance, and the moft wilful perverfion 
of the authors I quote, there will be 
nothing new in it. My ears ^re now ac- 
cuftomed to thefe -charges, and callous to 
them i fo that 1 receive them as things of . 
courfe. And though I, no doubt, wi(h to 
iland better with my readers, and to pafs 
for a fair and earneft, though fearlefs en- 
quirer after truth (becaufe 1 believe myielf 
to be fo) it IS, from habit, no great paia to 
me to be coniid^red in a different light* 
To my enemies, therefore, who have already 
calumniated me fo grofsly, I make oo apo- 
logy, and of them I alk no favour. 1 (hould 
fue in vain if I did. 

The only article for which I acknow- - 
ledge myfelf an adxuocate iu this work, is 

b 2 the 
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the truth and antiquity of the proper uni- 
tarian dodriae, in oppoiition to the trinita- 
rian and Arian hypothefes. And even with 
refped; to this, 1 am, as I have obferved be- 
fore, by no means langulne in my expedla- 
tions from the effcdi of the moft forcible ar- 
guments ; the minds of many being at prc- 
fent greatly indifpofed to receive the opinion 
that I contend for, in confequencc of ilrong 
early prejudices in favour of a di£Ferent one; 
prejudices which have been confirmed by 
much reading, thinking, and converfation. 
Leaft of all can I exped to make any im- 
preffion on thofe who are advanced in life. 
My chief expe<5);ation$ are from tlie youngs 
and from pojierity. And. it is happy for the 
caufeof truth, as well as other valuable pur- 
pofes, that man is mortal ; and th^it while 
the fpecies continues, the individuals go off 
the ftage. For othcrvvifc the whole fpecies 
would foon arrive at its maximum in all 
improvements, as individuals -^now do. 

In this work I find myfelf in a great mea- 
furCi as I was well apprized, upon new 

ground. 
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PREFACE* xxi 

ground. At Icaft, I fee rcafon to think' 
that it has never been fufficiently examined 
by any perfon who has had the fame general 
views of things that I have* Dr« Lardner, p 
who was as much coaverfant with the early - 
cbriftian writers as perhaps any man what* 
ever, and whofe fentiments on the fubjed 
of this controverfy, were the fame with 
mine, yet had another objedt in reading 
them. 

Przipcovius-wrote upon this fubjcd:, but 
what he has advanced is very fhort^ and 
very imperfe<a. What Zuicker did, I caa 
only learn from Bifliop Bull, who had not 
feen all his works ; but I fufped that he 
was not mader of all the evidence that may 
be procured from a careful reading of an« 
cicnt writers, and acomparifon of thefeveral 
circumftances to be colledted from them^« 

* Since this ivas written« I bav« had a particular ac-* 
count of this work from a learned foreign correfpondentt 

and it has not contributed to heighten my regret at not 
having been able to procure it. It does nor appear to 

b 3 me. 
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And it certainly requires no fmall degree 

of patience, as well as judgment and faga- 
city, to trace the real ftate of , the iini« 
tarian chrifUans in early times, from the 
writings of their enemies only. For all 
their own writings are either grofsly inter- 
polated, or have perifhed, except the Cle^ 
mentines. But a candid reader will make 
allowance for this great difadvantage, which; 
as the hiilorian of the unitarians, I have 
laboured under. Who is there that will pre- 
tend to coUedt from the Roman hiftorians 
only, a complete account of the afFairb of 
the Carthaginians^ the . maxims of their 
condudt, and the motives of their public 
tr^nfadkions, efpecially in relation to thofe 
' things with refped; to which we know 
that they mutually aqcufed each other. 

As to the learned chriftians of the laft 
age (excepting' the Athanafians) they were 

me, that either Mr. Zukker, or any of the PoU(h So- 
cinians) were fufficiently acquainted with chriftian anti* 
quity. 

almoft 
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almoft all Arians, fuch as Dr, Whitby, Dr. 
Clarke, Mr. WhiftoD, Mr. Jackfon, Mn 
Pierce, &c. In their tiaic, it was a great 
thing to prove that the opinion of the 
pcrled equality ot the Son to the Father, 
in all dtvtne perfedions, was not the doc- 
trine of the early ages. Thofe writers 
could not, indeed, help perceiving t/aces 
of the do^rioe of the iionplc humanity of 
Chriili but taking it for granted that this 
wii an opinion concerning him as much too 
low, as that of the Athanalians was too high, 
and there being no dt(1tiiii;ui(hed advocates 
for the proper unitarian doctrine in their ^ 
time, thty did iiut give iuiiicient attention 
to the circumftancts relating to it. Theie 
circumiiances it has been my budnefs to 
GoUed, and to compare; and, (ituated as 
I am, it may be depended upon, that I 
have done it wuh all the circumlpc^ftion 
of which i am capable. 

My aothoritics from original writers will 
perhaps be thought too full ; but I ima- 
gined that an error on this fide would be 

b 4 the 
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the better extreme of the two* In fome , 

fow places, the fame references have been 
repeated^ and in p. 147, through inadvert- 
ence unneceiTarily, as they occur again, p. 
169, where they were more wanted. But 
1 do not think that beddes thefe, there are 
snore than three or four repetitions of re- 
ferences in the whole work. It will fre- 
quently be found that more is contained 
in the reference than in the text ; but 
this will gratify fome perfons who may 
vriih to fee in what manner chriftian 
writers of fo early a period expreffed them- 
felves' on the fubje&s of this work, ef- 
pecially. as but few of my readers will 
have an opportunity of feeing many of 
the originals. If fome of my quota- 
, tions flibuld excite a fmile, I hope they 
will not be difpleafed.. In whatever light 
fuch paffages may appear to them, they 
may be affured that they were written 
with great ferioufnefs ; and this will con- 
tribute to their forming a more perfeft 
idea of the charader and manner of that 
^ clafs of writers. 

My 
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My claffical reader mufl: not -exped: the 
moft correct flyk in the authors with 
whom I {hall bring him acquainted^ efpe- 
cially feme of thofe who wrote in Latin ^ 
and the Greek writers abound with pafTages 
which the ableil critics have not been able 
to reftore. In thefe cafes I have generally 
given that reading which the editors have 
preferred, and fometimes that which I 
have thought the fenfe abfolutely required* 
However, the meaning (which is all that I 
have to do with) is generally fufficiently 
obvious, when the grammatical conftruc- 
tion of the words is the moft difHculc. 

It is fometimes of great confequencc 
to diftinguifh between the genuine and 
the Jpurious works of the Fathers, With 
refped to this, I have moftly followed 
Cave, But, in general, it is fufiicieot for 
my purpofe, if the books I quote were 
written within the period to whiqh the 
fuppofed writers belong ; becaufe all that 
I am concerned with, is the exiftence of 
any particular opinion in the age to which 
1 I refer 



s 
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I refer it ^ fo that, in many cafes, a miilake 
of this kind will not affcA my objed:. 
Some will think that I have done wrong 
in afcribing the Pbilofophumena to Oi igcn ^ 
and in quoting the treatife againft Noetns, 
as if it was the work of Hippolytus, though 
in this Beaufobre has done the fame before 
me. But the former I really think bears the 
marks of an age as early as that of Origenp 
and the latter I have not quoted for any pur- 
pofc in which either the writer, or the exaft 
date of the work, is concerned. 

I mufl alfo apprize my readers of an- 
other circumftance relating to my references, 
which is, that they will often find evidence 
as ftrongly in favour of any particular pro- 
pofition under fome other head, as that 
which they will fee in the place where 
they will moft naturally louk for it. But 
having, as I imagined, a fuperfluity of evi« 
dence for every thing that I have ad« 
Taiiced, rather than tiie the reader with a 
multiplicity of quotations of one kind, 
in any one place, I contrived to intro- 

duce 
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dttce ieveral of them undcp o.ther lieads» 

to which ihcy hkcwifc bore a relatioi). 
As to thofe perfonst therefore, who arc 
not iatisiied with what I judge to he fuffi- 
cient evidence, on any article, I would 
wiih thcox to iuipcnd their judgment till 
llicy have pcrufcd the whole work^ as it 
is very poffible that they may be more 
ilruck widi thofe authorities which they 
will find in fome other place. 

To give as much perfpicuity as I poffibly 
could to fo complex, a fubje<!;t, I have given 

partiLulai* jUc Ji lion to the urrd/igemcnt of 

this work. For this purpofe I have made 

many divifions and fub-divillons in it. On 
this account it was not eafy to prevent 
the occurrence of the fame conhderations 
in different places, and I took the lefs 
care to avoid it, becaufe the views of 
thia^:> that are repealed are of particular 

importance, though never that I know of 

cjihibited hpforc, lb that I wiihed to im- 
prefs them on the mind of the reader. 

Before 
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Before I dole this preface, I muft ap- 
prize my readers, that I have introduced 
into this work, every thing of which I 
could make any ufc from any of the pub- 
lications in my late controveriy, as I there 
informed them that I IhuulJ do They 
have, therefore, before them all that I have 
been able to bring together, as materiais 
from which to form their own judgment. 
And having done my duty with rcfpedt to 
them, let them do the fame with relpcd to 
truths and to tbemfelves. 
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THE 

INTRODUCTION: 

ft 

COHTAlhlMO 

A VIEW Or THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS 
AOAINtT TRE DOCTRINBS OP THS 
DIVINITY AND FR£ - EXISTENCE OF 
CHRIST. 



SECTION !• 

O f the Argtment againfi tie DoOrims of tie 

Diviniiy and Fre^exijUnce of Cbujl, /torn 
the general Tenor of the Scriptures. 

WHEN we inquire into the doctrine 
of any book^ or fct of books, con- 
cerning any fubjedt, and particular paflages 
are aliedgcd in favour ot diiicrcot opinions, 
wc rtiould chiefly coafiJcr what is ihc ge^ 
nerat temr of the whole work with refpeA 
to it, or wliat iinprcnion the firil careful 
penifal of it would probably make upon an ' 
impartial reader. This is uot difficult to 
Vol. L B didinguifli. 



Diyiliz 



2 Arguments againjl the 

diiliii^uiili. 1 or, in works of any confi- 
derable extent, the leading do^rinea, and 
particularly thofe which it was the particu- 
lar dciign of the writers to inculcate, will 
occur frequently, and they will often be 
illuftratcd, and enforced by a variety of 
arguments ; fo that thole thinga only will 
be dubious, the mcnii;ja of vvhicli ucv^^ui^i 
but feldooa, or which are not expreftly 
cjpnftcdy but only injtxrcd from particular 
exprefiions. But by attending only to fome 
particular cxprciiions, and neglc^ing, or 
wholly overlooking others* the ftrangcd 
and moil unaccountable opinions may be 
iilcjibcd to writers. Nay, without confi- 
dering the relation that particular expref^* 
fions bear to others, and to the tenor of the 
whole work, fenttments the very rcverfe of 
tlioie which the writers meant to inculcate 
may be afcribcd to them. 

If, from previous inilrudion, and early 
habits, we find it diHii:uIt to al'ccrtain the 
real meaning and dcfign of a Writer in this 
way, we (lull hnd much afliilance by con* 
(idering in what fcnfc he was adhially un« 
deiilood by thole pcrloas for whole uie*he 
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Diviniiy or Prt'Wft^nce of Chriji. ^3 

wrote^ aci4 whQ aiuiiJb.a\£i& beea t]^p beilac^ 
-quaiated-with his language. For if a writer 
expreifes- himiiblf with, tolerable clearae&9 
and really means to be underilood (being 
/Well acquamted with the perfons into whofe 
;hands his work will come) he cannot /ail 
•to be ro» with x^peft t^ every thing of 

If we wi0i to know whether H^mer, for 

inftauce, entertained: the ppidion of there * 
^eing m&re Ggds tban me^ iK^e need only jcead 
Jbis poems, and no doubt will remain, cqa- 
ceming it $ mention of Jupiter, Juhov 
^dars, &c. and the part they took in the 
iiege of Troy, occurring perpetually. If any 
difficulty (bould 4U1 remain* we muA then 
confidcr what were the opinions, and what 
va$ the praftice of the Greeks, wh6 

and approved his poems. In this way We 
ihall . foon iatisfy ourfelves, that Homer 
held the doftripe of a multiplicity of G^ds^ 
and that he, and the Greeks, in general^ 
were what we call idolaters. 
. In like manner, an impartial perfon may 
f^ly fatisfy himjLelf, that th^ wiiters ^ 
^ boqiLS 0£ ^cjripture held the do^iae of 

JB a ' one 
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one G&d^ and that they* were und^ftood to 

da fo by tbofe perfons for whofe ufe the , 
books ,wcre written.* * 

If we confult Mofes's account of the 
creation, we {hall find that he makes no 
mention of mo^e than one God, who made . 
the heavens and the earth, who fupplied 
the earth with plants and animals, and who 
alio formed man. The plural number^ in- 
deedy is made ^ufe of when God is repre- 
sented as faying. Gen, i. 26. Let us make 
mm ; but that this is mere pbrafeology^ is 
evident from, its beijig faid immediately 
^iter»an the jSingular namber, v. 27. God 
created^ man in, bis ov)n image ^ fo that the 
creator was ftill one beings . Alfo, in the ac* 
count of the building of the tower of - 
Babel;, we read. Gen xj, 7, that God /aid let. 
tis go down^ . and there' confound tbeir lan^ 
guage ; but we find, in the very next verfe^ 
that it was .one being only who a&uaily 
efFe£ted this. 

In all the interconrfe of God with Adam^ 
Noah, and .the other partriarch. , no men- 
tion is made of more than one. being who 
addrefled them under that ch^f^er* '^^fL, 
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name by which he is diftinguiihed is fome- 

times Jehovah, ^xid at other times tie God 
of Abraham, &c. but no doubt can' be ea^ 
tertained, that ^his was the fame being who 
is firft mentioned under the general title of 
God, and -tp whom the making of the hea-> 
Yens and the earth is afcribed. 

Frequent mention ,is made in the fcrip- 
tures of angels, who fometimes fpeak in the 
name of God> but then they are always re* 
prefented as the creatures and the fervants 
of God* It is even doubtful whether, in 
fome ^lafes, what are called angels, and had 
the form of men, wha eveii walked, and 
j(jpake, &c. like men, were any thing more 
than temporary appearances, and ^no per* 
n^ianent beings ^ the mere organs of the 
ileity, ulVd for the purpofc of making him- ' 
felf known and under((ood l^y hi« creatures, 
pn no account, however, can thcfe angels 
be coniidered as Gods, rivals of the fupreme 
being, or of the fame rank with him. 

The mofk exprefs declarations concern^ 
ing the unity of God, and of the importance 
pf the belief of it, 'are frequent i^ the Old. 
T^llaipent. . TJie iirit cornqpiandtnent is^ 



4 > Ari^ments agatnjt the 

B3t> %x. Thau fialt hove m iibft Cfcis be* 

Jore me. This is repeated in the moft em- 
phttied niannet» Deut. vi. 4. Uear^ O If^ 
raei^ the Lord thy God is one hofd. I have 
no occalion to repeat what o€ctir« on this 
fubjedl in the later prophets. It appcart» 
indeed, to have been the great object of tlic 
religion of the Je\/d» and of their being 
diftinguiflicd from other nations by the fu- 
perior preience and foperintendence of God» 
to eiervc among them the knowledge of 
the divine unity^ while the full of the 
world were falling into idolatry. And by 
means of this nation^ and the dillipline 
which it underwent, that g^eit dodrine was 
effedualiy preferved among men, sod con« 
tinned to be fo to thh day« 

liad there been any diftindion of pirfoni 
in the divine natuic, fa ch as the doctrine 
ti the trinity foppofes^ it is at ieeft fo bkt 
an infringement of the fundamental doc* 
trine of the Jcwifli religion, that it certainly 
required to be explained, and the obvious 
inference from it to be guarded againft. 
Had the eternal Fathtr had a iSm, and alfo a 
S^iiU^ c.;ch of them cqu4 in power and 

\ - glory 
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p^tory to htmfelf, though there fliould have \ 

beca a fenfc ia which each of them was * 

w ft 

truly God, and yet there was, properly 
fpeaking» only cue God ^ at leaft the more 
obvious inference would have been, that if 
each of the three perfons was properly God» . 
they would ail together make three Gods, 
Sinee, therefore, nothing of this kind is 
£iid in the Old I ciUmeat, as the objedion 
is never made, nor anfwered, ' it is evident ' 
that the idea had not then occurred. No 
cxprcflion, or appearance, had at that time 
even fuggefted the difficulty. 

If we guide ourfelvcs by the fcnfe ia 
which the Jews underftood their own facred 
books, we cannot but conclude that they 
contained no fuch dodtrine as that of the 
chriftian trinity. For it does not appear 
that any Jew, of ancient or modern times, 
ever deduced fuch a do&rine from them. 
The Jews always interpreted their fcrip- 
lures as teaching thu God is fiinply one, 
without diiUn<^ion of peribns, and that the 
lame being who made the world, did alfo 
l^cak to the patriarchs and the prophets, 

B 4 without 
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* 

without the iotervcQtion of any ot)ier beings 
befidesMgcls. 

Cbriftians have imagined that the Mef* 
fiah was to be the fecond pcrfon in the 
> divipt^ trinity..; but. the Jews themfelveSi 
great as were their expcdaiions from the 
Meffiah» never fuppofed any fuch thing. 
And it we conlidcr the prophecies con- 
cerning this great perfonage, we (haU be 
iatisfied that they could not poOibly have 
led them* to expeft any other than a man in 
that, chaai^cr, ^ The Meihah is fuppofed 
to be ariiiounccdr-lo our firlt parents uaJcr 
the title of the Jted of the wma§p Gen. iii. 
15. But the phr#ife hrn of woman, which is 
of the fame import^ is always in fcriptore 
iynonymous to man. Job fays, ch. xiv. 
Man^ thai is torn of a woman, is of few daj^s 
anJ full of, troublt % and againi ch* 15. 4. 

ll'j'yu can be lie dc^n tb^t is burn (J a wsr;;i:nf 

God promi^ to Abrahaoif Geo. jui. 3. 

that in bis feed nil the famihet^ the eartb 

Jbould be blcffed. This, if it relate to the 
Mdlaoh at all, can give us ^ other idea 
than tlut ono of 6U feed or J^flerifj, fliould 

be 
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be the means of conferring great bleffioga 
on mankind. What elfe, alfo, could be 
(ug^eiled by the defcription which Mofes 
' is fuppofed to give of the Meffiah, whea 
he faidy Deut xviii. i8. IwtU raife them 
up - a prophet^ Jrom among tbcir brethren 
like unto thee^ and will put words in bis 
mouthy and be Jl^all fp^ak unto them all that 
J Jhall command him f Here is nothing like 
a fecond perfon in- the trinity^ a perloa 
equai to the Father, but a mere prophet, 
delivering in the name of God, whatever he 
is ordered fo to do. By liaiah, >vho writes 
more diftinAly concerning the Meffiah than 
any of the preceding prophets, his fufferiugs 
and death are -mentioned, ch. \m. Daniel 
alfo fpeaks of him as to ie cut bff^ ch. ix. 26. 
But iurely thefc are characters of a man^ 
and not thofe o( z God^r Accordingly, it 
appears, in the hiftory of our Saviour, tliat 
the Jews of his time expe<3:ed that their 
Meffiah would be a prince and a conqueror p 
like David, from whom he was to bede* 

^ieii to I 1 • ' 

In the New Teftament we find the fame 
do&rine coacernixij^ God that we do in the 

Old, 
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Old; Tor the fcribe who inquired whicfr 

was the firft and the greatcft commandment, 
;6iii^ Saviour anfwered; Mark'xii.29. The 
'. firft of all the command uients is, 'Hear, O 

* * - * 

*Jfraeli the Lord our God is one Lord, &c.' 
and the fcribe an! wered to him. Well, Maf- 
fir, ^bou baft fmd tbt truth ; jor iitff is one' 
God, and there is none other but he, &c. ' 
* Chrift himfelf always prayed to this ohe 
« God. as his God and Father. He always' 
fpake of himfelf as receiving his dodrinc 
t and hts power from hitn, and' again' and' 
V s^^n difclaimed having any power of his 
dWii» John 19. Then anfwered J ejus and 
' Jaid unto them. Verily, venly^ I fay unto you, 
the SoK^cdn do Within^ of himfelf. Ch.xiv.io;' 
\ The words which I fpeak untoyoM, Ifpeak not 
irf' my/elf^ but the Father that d^elteth in me; 
it doth the works. Ch« xx. 17. Go to my 
btetbren, and fay unto them, 1 afcend unto my 
^ Father i and your Father, and unto my God 
and your God. It cannot, lurcly, be God 
diat ufed fuch language as this; 

The appftles, to the lateft period of their 
i^jvHtlngs; the fame language ; repre« 
ftnting the Father as the only true God^ 

and 
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and Cfanit as a man, the fervant of God^ 
ivho raifcd him from the dead, and gave 
him all the power of which he is poiTcffed^ 
as a reward of his obedience. Ad ii. 22. 
Peter fays, Te men of Ifrael^ btar ibtft wordr^ 
Jcfus of Niizareib^ a man approved of God 
among you^ by mirae/es^ anJ wmders^ and fgns, 
^ticb God did by bwiy ^c. wbom God bos 
rjifed up. Paul alio fays, 1 Tim. ii. r.- 
Tbire i$ one God, and one mediator between 
C^a and men, the /uan Chrift Jefus. Uch^ 
ii« 9. Jee Jefnsi wbf^wai madia link 
lower tbar: the angels, i. e, who was a mao^ 
for fbe /'(feriug of deatb, crowned witb glory 
and bonotift for it became htm for wbom 
are all things^ and by wbom are all tbings, in 
bringing many fans unto glory ^ to make the 
captain of tbeir falvation perfe^ through fif^ 
fcringu 

Such, 1 will venture to iky, is the gc- 
tmX tenor of the fcriptores, both ehcf 
Old and the New Teftament^ and the 
paflagcs that even feefli to fpeak, or tliat cant 
by any forced conilrudioa be made to fpeak» • * 
a diiicrciit language, arc comparatively few. 

It will alfo be feed, ao the courfe of this 

hiftoxy. 
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biiioryy that the commoa people, for whole 
pfc the books of the New Tcftament were 
written, iaw nothing in them of the doc-- 
trincs of the prc-cxiiUnce or divmity of 
Chrift, which many per(bns of this day aie 
So confident that they fee in them. For 
.the right underfianding of theie f^ticular 
texts, 1 muil. refer my readers to , the writ* 
ings of Mr. Lindiey, and to a fmall trad 
which 1 publiihed, entitled, liluftratktu ^ 
pirticular p^£^gcs of Serif iure. 

Why was not the dodrioe of the iriniif 
, taught as explicitly, anJ in as definite 4 
manna*, in the New Teilament at Icaft, as 
the dp^rine of the Mvwe unUy is taught in 
both» the Old and New Teftaments, if it 
be a « truth i And ji;^ hy is the do<^rine of 
the unity always delivered la unguu.* Jed 

a nianner, and without any exctptioH made 

in favour of a trinity^ to prevent any 
miftake with refpedi to it, as is always now 
done in our orthodox catechiiips, creeds^ 
and diftourfcs on the ftibicft ? For it can- 
not he denied >ut that the dodrioe of the 
t'in tj louki> f*> Ukc an intrin^ciiKnt t;f ilut 

of the loifVy (on which the groataft pofiiblo 

ilreis 
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ftrefs is always laid in the fcriptures) that 
it required to be at leaft hintisd at, if not 
well defined and explained^ when the di^ 
vine uhity 'Wai ^ fpbkeri ''of« - Divines are 
content, however, to build fo ilrange and. 
inexplicafble a-d^ftrinc^ds ihA of the tri^ 
nity upon mere inferences from cafual ex*, 
prcflions, and cartftot pretend, to one clear, 
cxprefs^ and uneqiiivocial lelibn on the jTub- 

There are manyy vcFy i»any,' paflages of' 
fcripturti which inculcate the dodti ine 
of the divine^ unity in the. cleared and 
ftrongeil manner. Let one fuch paflage bc^ 
produced -in favOur .of the ; trinity. And 
why fhould we believe things fo myHerious 
without the cleareft and-moft exprcfs evi«» 
dence.- — - . • • • 

There 18 alfo another confideration which 
I would recommend to thofe who nxain-« 
tain that Chrift is^ either God, or the 
make^ of the world under God*. It is this : 
The Inanner in^which our Lord fpeaks of 
himfelf^ and< of : the poiyer by which he 
worked nairacks, is^inconfiftent, according 
to the tQauno&^ coaftruAioa of language, 
' .» with 
. • 
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-^ith the idea of his being poffcfTcd ofaiiy 

fUDper power of bis owo> more than other 

jncrn have. 

If Chrift was the maker of the world, 

an(i if, ia the creation of it, he exerted siQ 
power but *what properly bdonged to him^ 
Jiif , aad what was as much bis own, as the 
power of fp caking f or walking belongs to 
jnan (though depending uUimately upoii 
that I'upremc power, in which wc all Vise, 

and move, and have our being) he could 

agt^ with jiny propriety, and without know- 
ing that be muft be mifunderftood^ bav« 
^aid that of btmfdj bi could do notbiug, that 
the words which be /pake were not bis own, 
and that tbt Faiber within bim did tbt works* 
For if any c:il:iary in^n, doing what other 
men ufually do, ihould apply this language 
to him&lf, and fay that ic was not he that 
fpakfl o)r aAed, but G^i who fpake and 
a&cd byJiuKi^ and that otherwife he was 
not capable erf* fo fpeaklng or a6ing at aU» 
We ihould iK>t fcruple to fkg that his iap^ 
guagc was euh<^ fophuutal, clic 49wu- 

IMi^ » Mafphc»Qiis« 

If 

4 • 
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•If ibis concluiion would be-juil apoa 

the fujgpoiitiQu that Chrift had created aU 
things, and worked miracle by ,a power 
.properly his own, though derived ultimately 
from God, much niore force has it on the 
.fuppoiition of his working miracles .by ja 
.power not derived from any being what-- 
€^v6f, but as much origix^iy in bimjclj\ as 
jhc power of the Father, 

It woul4 a^io. be a ihpcking abufe of 
laQguage, and would warrant any kind of 
jdecep^pin and impofition, if .Chrift . could 
• be fuppofed to lay, that his Father was 
^nater jkan be, and yet iecretly mean, his 
tiuman cmture only, while , his divine na- 
ture was at the fame time, fully equaL to 
that of the Father. On the iame prin- 
ciple a man might fay, that Chrift never 
fuifeied, that he never died, or rofe agaia 
jrrom:the dead, meaning his divine nature 
(jOaly, .and Aot his hu^uan, .indeed, theri^ 
is no ufc in language, nor any guard againft 
^ec^piii^n, .if fuch liberties as tbciie are to 
4je allawed. 

rThecais fomethingr inexplicable, and not 

be;.accoiuated for ia the coodud of feye- 



Digitized by Google 



'l6 ' Arguments again ft tie 

nl of the evangeliils, indeed that of all of 
them, the fuppo^itioo of theii; haying 
held any fuch doArtnes as ihofe of the di- 
viaity or pre-*cxiiicnce of Chnil. Each of 
the gofpels was certainly intended to be a 
fufficient inftru&ion in the fundamenlal 
principles of chriHianity. But there is 
nothing that cm be called an account of 
the divine, or evtii ihc fuper-angclic na« 
ture of Chrift in the gofpels of Matthew, • 
Mark, or Lukc; and allowing that there 
may be fomb'cbldur for it in the tntrodttc« 
tion to the guipd of John, it is remarkable 
that there arc many paff gcs in' his gofpcl 
which arc dediivcly in favour of hia iimple 
humanity. 

Now thelc evangclifts could tiot imagtae 

that cither the Jews or the Gcuuics, for 
whofc ttfe their gofpels were written, would 
not ftand in need of information on a fub*. 
jed of fo toiQch importanecy which was 

fo very remote from the apprehcnltoas of 
them both, and which would at the fame 
time have fo eiic^iually coverol the re- 
proach of die crofs, which was contmaally 

Qbjeded to the chniliaiu.of that age. If 

the 
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the dodrines of the dtvlnity, or pre-exift* 

ericc of Chrift be true, they are no doubt 
ia the higheft degree important and in« 
tcrciling. Since, therefore, thefeevangelifts 
give no certain and diftinft account of them^ 
and lay nothing at all of their importance^ it 
may be iafcly iafcircd that they were un» 
known to them* 

I would lafthcr recommend it to the 
cottfideracionof my readers, how the apoftles 
could continue to call Chrift n man, as they 
always 4k>^ both' Sn the bpok of Ads, and in 
their epixiies, after they had difcovered him 
to be cither God, or a fuper-angcUc being, 
the maker of the world under God. After 
this, it muft have been highjy iicgrading, ' 
unnatural, and improper, notwithftanding 
his appearance in human form. CuftOm 
will reconcile us to ftrange conceptions of 
things, and very uncouth modes of fpeech 1 
but let us take up the matter initio, and 
pot ourfelves in the place of the apoiUcs 
ujid finl diiliples of Chiiit. 

They certainly iaw and converfed with 

him at firil on the luppouuon of his being a 
man as much as themfelves. Of this there 
Vol* I. C can 
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can be no doubt. Thdr furprize^ there-* 
fore, upon being informed that he was not 
a nian# but really^ God^ or even the maker 
of the world under God, w ould be juft as 
great as ours would now be on difcovering 
that^aoy of our acquaintance, or at leail a 
very good man and a prophet, was in reality 
God, or the maker of the .world. Let us 
conlider then, how we fliould feel, how we 
ihould behave towards fuch a perfon, and 
how we fliould fpeak of him afterwards. 
No one, I am confident, would ever call 
gny perfon a man^ after he was convinced 
he was either God^ or an. angeL He would 
always fpeak of him in a manper fuitabie to 
his proper rank. 

SuppoXe that any tw;o men of our ac<> 
quaintance, (hould appear, on examination^ 
to be the angels Michael and Gabriel; 
ihould we ever after this call them men ? 
Certainly not. We fliould naturally fay to 
our friends " thofe two perfons \\ horn we 

took to be men, are not men, but angds 
f*in difguife." This language would be 
natural. Had jChrift, therefore, been any 
thing more than man before he came into 

. . the 
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the world» and efpecially had be been either 
Godt or the maker of the world, he nctcr 
could have b^n, or have been conHdered 
t$ being, a man, vrhile he was in it \ for 
iic couid not diveft himielf of his fupcrior 
and proper nature. However difguifed, he 
woald always in faift have been whatever he 
had been before, and would have been lo 
Jlikd by all who truly knew him. 

Leail of all would Chrifl have been con* 
fidered as a man in najomng^ and argu* 
mcntatioHp though his external appearance 
ihoold have fo far put men off their guards 
as to have led them to give him that appel« 
lation. Had the apoftle Paul conHdered 
Chrift as being any thing more than a man« 
with rcfpeA to his nature^ he could never 
have nrged with the leaft propriety or efied, 
thaty oi by man cam deaths Jo by man cam 
aljh the refurreQion of the dead. For it 
might have been nnanfwerably replied. This 
ia not the cafe ; for indeed, by man comes 
deaths but not by man, but by Goi/, or the 
creator of man, under God, comes Uie re« 
furreftton of the dead. 

It 
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It inuft ftrik^ every perfon who gives the 

lead attention to the phrafeology of the 
New Teftatnent, that the terms CArifi and 
Gtf</,^re perpetually ufed in contradiftindlion 
to each other, as much as God and man ; 
and if we attend ever fo little to the theory 
ofc language, and the natural ufc of words, 
we ihall be fatisiied that this would not have 
been the cafe, if the former could have been 
predicated of the latter, that is^ if Chrift 
had been God. • 

We fay tie prince and the king^ becaufe 
the prince is not a king. If he had, we 
fhould have had recourfe to fome other 
diftinftion, as that of greater and leJs,Jemor 
zaA junier^ father zxA/onf &cc^ When there* 
fore the apoille Paul faid, that the church 
at Corinth was ChrijTs^ and that Chriji wai 
God\s (and that nunner of dillmguiihing 
them is perpetual in the New Teftament) 
it is evident, that he could have no id^a of 
Chrifl: being God^ in any j)ropei- fcnfe of 
the word. 

In like manner^ Clemens Roman us, call- 
ing Chrift the fceptre of the Maiefty of Godi 
1 fufficientlv 
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fufficiently- proves tbat^ in his idea, the 
fceptre was one thing, and the Ood whofe 
iceptre it was, another. This, I fay, muft 
have been the caTe when this language was 
-firit adopted^ though when principles are 
once formed, we fee, by a variety of expe- 
rience, that any language may be accommo* 
dated to them. But an attention to this ' 
circumftance will, I doubt not, contribufe, 
with perfons of real difcernment, to bring 
us back to the original ufe of the words, 
Md to the ideas originally annexed to them, 
I am perfuaded that even now, the confbnt 
ufe of thefe terms CArifi-md GoJ, as op- 
pofed to each other, has a great efFe& in 
preventing thofe of the common people 
who read the New Tcftament more than 
books of controverfy, from being habitually 
and pradlically trinitarians. There will, by 
this means, be a much greater diiference 
between God and Chrijl in their minds, than 
they find in their creeds. 

All thefe things duly confidcrcd, viz. the 
frequent and earneft inculcating of the doc- 
trine of the divine unity, without any limi^p- 
(ation^ exce|>tion, or explanation^ by way 
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of laving to the do&rine of the trimiy i the 
manner in which Chrift always fpake of 
himfelf, and that in which the apoitlcs and 
evangelids fpake of him ; the conduA of 
the three former evangelifts* in faying no«- 
tiling that caix be conftrucd into a declara- 
tion of hit divinity or pre-exiftence i and 
the term God being always uicd in contra- 
diftindion to Cbri/i^ no reafonable doubt 
can remain of the general umr of Scripture 
being in favour of the dodrine of the ii^ 
vine un^iyf in oppoiition to that of the 
trinity^ and even to that of the p/ C'CxiJliiiU\ 

as well aa the ebvinity of Cbrift^ 
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jin ArgmnitU f or the late Origin of the Doc-^ 
trines of the Divinity andPn-exiftmiee of 
Cbrift. from the Di^uity of tracing the 
Tme m ^hicb they were firjl divulged^ 

TT AVING (hewn that the general tenor 

of the icriptureSf and feveral conlidcra- 
tious ubvioufly dcdttcible from them are 
highly oofitvoorable to the doarine of the 
trinity, or to thofe of the divinity or pre^ 
txifienet of Chrifi, I ihall proceed to urge 
another coniidcration, which hab been little 
attended to, hot which feems to conclude 
very llrongly againft either of thele doc-r 
trines having been known in the time of 
the apo(Ue&, and therefore againfl their be- 
ing the doarinc of the fcripturcs. 

As the Jews expeOed that their Mefliah 
would be a ntere man, and even be bom as 
other men are, the do^rine of his having 
had any exiileace, or fphcre of adion, be« 
for? be came into the W9rld (as thai of his 

Q ^ having 
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having been the maker of thg^^jrorld, the 
giver of the law, and th^>»!^SB^iiMll of all the 
divine conimunicatioris|athe|>a^triarchs, and 
cfpecially the*dod:rinc^OT* liis being equal 
to God-ch^i^ther )^g^\t) muil have been 
(jait^^^ifLand epctraordinary doftrines ; and, 
therefore, muft bHMnJrrrn received as fuch, 
'whenever .they were fiiil divuloed. Like 
all othei^Mtw^'^d extraordinary doiftrines, 
they mi||^ h^ve bfeen firft heard with great 
furprh&e^ and they would probably be re- 
ceived with fome doubt and bejitaiion. The 
preaching of fucfa do&rines could not but 
excite much Jpeculation and debate^ and they 
would certainly b^^id'ach exclaimed againft, 
and would be urged as a moil ierious ob- 
jcftion to chriftianity, by thofe who did 
not become chriftians. Tbefe have always 
been the confequences of the promulga- 
.tion of new and extraordinary opinions, the 
i;iiiads of men not having been previoully 
prepared to receive then^. Let us now fee 
whether we can perceive any of thefe na- 
tural marks of the teaching of dodrines fa 
new and extraordinary within the compafs 
©f the gofpel hiftory. 

It 
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It cannot be faid that John the Baptift 
preached any fuch doftrinc ; and when the 
apoftles firft attached themfclvcs to Jcfus, 
it is evident they only confidcrcd hhn as 
being fucfi a Mcfliah as the reft of the 
Jews expefted; 'Viz. a man, and a king. 
When Nathanacl was introduced to him it 
was evidently in that light, John i. 45. 
Vbilip Jindctb Nathanacl and faith unto bim, 
'we have found him cf whom Mofes in the 
law and the prophets did write ^ .7^/^-^ of Na^ 
zareth, the Son of Jo/eph. He had then, 
we may fuppofe, no knowledge of the mira- 
culous conception. 

That Jefiis was even the Mefjiab^ was 
divulged with tlie greateft caution, both to 
the apoftles and to the body of the Jews, 
For a long time our Lord faid nothing ex- 
plicit on this fubjedl, but left his difciples, 
as well as the Jews at large, to judge of 
him from what they faw. In this manner 
only, he replied to the meflcngers that John 
the Baptift fent to him. 

If the high-prieft exprcfled his horror, 
by rending his cloaihs, on Jefus avowing 
himfelf to be the Mcfliah, what would he 

have 
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have done if he had heard or fufpeiled, that 
he had made any higher pretenfions ? And 
if he had made them, they muft have tranf* 
pired. When the people In general faw 
^is miraculous works^ they only wondered 
th^t God ihould have given fuch power 
iinto a man. Miitt ix. 8* Wben the multi^ 
i^de faw it^ they marvelled^ and glorified God, 
'wbo bad given fuch power unto men ; and yet 
this was on the occafion of his pronouncing 
the curp of a paralytic perfon, by faying, 
7hy fins be forgiven thee^ which ^he Pharifees 
ihought to be a blafphemous prefumption. 

At the time that Herod heard of him^i 
it was conjectured by fome that he was 
Elias^ by pthers, (hat he was the prophet^ . 
and by fome that he was John rifen fron> 
the dead ; but nope of them imagined- that 

he was either the mofl high God himfcif, 

or the maker of the world undpr podt It 
was not fo much as fuppofed by aqy perfon 
that Jefus performed his mighty works by 
any power of his own ; fo far were they 
from fufpeding that he was the God who 
)iad fpoken to them by Mofe^i as many novy 
fuppofe him to have beoo* 
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If he was known to be a God at all be- 
fore his death, it could only have been re« 
vealed to his difciples, perhaps the apoftles, 
or only his chief confidents among them, 
Peter^ James, and John, fuppofe on the 
mount of transfiguration, though nothing 
ia faid concerning it in the hiftory of that 
traifaikion. Certainly what they faw ia 
the garden of Gethfemane could not have 
led them to fufpedt any fuch thing, jbut 
if it had ever been knovirn to Peter, can vire 
fuppofe that he could have denied him a$ 
he did ? Befides, as our Lord told the 
apoftles that there were many things which 
he could not inform them of before his 
death, and that they fhould know afterwardsj 
this was a thing fo very wonderful and 
vnfufpeded, that if any articles of informa« 
tion were kept from them at that time, thi$ 
muft certainly have been one of them. 

If it be fuppoXed that Thomas was ac* 
quainted with this mod: extraordinary part 
of his mafter s charadier, which led him tq 
cry^ My Lord and my God, when he was 
convinced of his refurredion, as he was 
noi pne of the three who had been entruftec^ 

with 
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wiih any fecreu, it muft have been known 
to all the twehe^ and to Judas Ilcariot 
among the reft* Aad fuppofe Jiim to have 
known, and to have believed, that Jeru9 
was his God and maker, was it poiiible 
for him, or for any man, to have formed a 
dehberate purpofe to betray him (Peter, it 
may be faid, was taken by fur prize, and was 
in perfonal danger) or if he had only heard 
of the preteniioii, and Iiad nut believed it, 
would he not have made fome advantage 
of that impolition, and have made the dif- 
covery of this, as well aspf every thing elfo 
that he knew to his prejudice ? 
' If it be fuppofed that the divinity of 
Chriil was unknown to the apoflles till, the 
day of Pentecoft; befides lofing the benefit 
of feveral arguments for tiiis great dod;rinej 
w hich are now carefully collected from the 
four evangelifts, we have no account of any 
fuch difcovery having been made at that 
time, or at any fubfequent one. And of all 
other articles of illumination, of much Icfs 
confequence than this, we have diftind: in*- 
formation, and alfo of the manner in which 
* they were imprefled by them. This is 

^ particularly 

f ^ 
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particularly the caie wiih refped to' the ex- 
teofiofi of the blcfilngs of the gofpcl to 
tindrcumcifcd Gentiles, But what was 
this article to the knowledge of their maf- 
ter, being the mod high God, or ther 
maker of the world under God? 

It might have been expeded, alio, that the 
informacioQ that.a peribn whom the apoftlea 
firft cor.v r; il with *i man, was either 
God himielft or the maker of the world 
under Gcxl, iliould have been received with 
fome degree of doubt and befitaiton^ by (bme 
or other of them ; elpccially as they had 
been fo very hard to be pcrfuadcd of the 
truth of his refurre&ioo» though they had 
been fo fully apprized of it before hand. 
And yett in all the hiftory of the apoftles, 
there IS the facae profound iilence cooccrn*- 
ing this circumftancet and every other de- 
pending on the whole fcheme^ as if no 
luch thing had ever had any exiftence. 

If the dodtrioe of the divinity of Chriik 
had bcju actually prcaclici by the apoftles, 
and the Jewiih converts in general had 
adopted it, it could not but have been well 

known to the oobelseving Jews, And would 

they^ 
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they^ who were at that time, aad have been 
ever fince, fo exceedingly zealous with rc« 
i^tOi to the do&rioe of the divine unity^ 
not have taken alarm, and have urged 
this ob^c^on to chrifiianity, as teaching 
the belief of more Gods than one in the 
ftpoftolic age? And yet no trace of any 
thing of this nature can be perceived in 
the whole htftory of the book of AAs^ 
or any where cife in the New Teftament^ 
As loon a5 ever the Jews had any pretence 
for it, we find them fuBidently quick and 
vehement in urging this their great objec<- 
tion to chriftianity. To anfwer the charge 
of holding tWQ^ or tbtce Gods^ is a vir/ 
conllderable article in the writings of feve-* 
lai of the ancient chrtftian Fathers. Whf^ 
then, do we find nothiiig oi this kind m 
the age of the apoftles I The only anfwer 
is, that then there was no occafion fur it, 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift not 
having been fhurted. 

If we conndcr the charge that was ad« 
vanced againft Peter and John at the firft 
promuigiiUuQ of the goipel, wc diall find 

it imoiuia to oothing but tbetr being dif« 

tnrbers 
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tutbcrs of the people,, by f reacting in the 

name of J ejus. What was the accuiation 
againft Stephen (Adis vi* 13.) but his Jpeak'^ 
ing hlafphemous things againft the temple and 
the law ? If we accompany the apoftle Paul 
in all his travels, and attend to his dif* 
courfes with the Jews in their fynagogues, 
and their perpetual and inveterate perfecu* 
tion of him, we (hall find no trace of their 
fo- [much as fufpe<3:ing that he preached a 
new divuiUy, as the godhead oi Chi iil mufl: . 
have appeared, and always haa appeared to 
them. 

In A.D. 58, Paul tells the elders of the 
' church of Ephefus (A<fts xx. ^y.) that he 
had not (hunned to declare unto them the 
whole counfel of God. We may be confident, 
therefore, that if he had any fuch dodrine 
to divulge, he muft have tanght it in the 
three years that he fpent in that city, from 
54 57 y unbelieving Jews Were 

well apprized of ail his motions, having 
laid wait for him on this very journey to 
Jerufalem, they muft have been informed 
of his having taught this dodrine, and 

yrjould certainly have carried the newa of it 

. : to 
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to Jerufalem, where many of thcin attendeil 
S8 well as. he, at the enfuing feaft of Peiite- 
coil. £ut if vvc attend Taul tiiither, where 
we have a irery particalar account of all the 
proceedings againil him^ for the fpace of 
two years, we Ihall fiaJ do trace of any 

thing of the kind. ^11 their complainu 

agaiiill him fell far lliort of this. 

What was the occafion of the firft cla« 
mour againil him ? was it not (Ads xxi.aS) 
that hi taught all mtn^ every Vfbertf againfi 
the people 9 and againjl the law, and againjl ibi 
temple, and that 6e bad brought Gf icks into 

it f Is it not plain that they had no more 
fcrious charges againft him ? If we read * 
his fpcech to the people, his defence before 
Felixt and again before Agrippa, we Ihall 
find no trace of his having taught any doc* 
trine fo offcniive to the Jews as thai of the 
divinity ot Chriil muA have beta. Con* 
fidering the known prcjudiceip and the in^ 
veteracy of the Jcws» no reafonablc maa 
need defire any cleaner proof than thiSt that 
iKuther Paolt nor any of the apoftles* had 
ever Luight the dodrinc of the divinay of 

Chrift ai that time i and this was Co near 

the 
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the time of the wars of the Jews, and the 

difpcrlion of that people, ihat there wms no 
opporr unity of preaching it with efFedtaf- 
terwards« 

la it poffible to give due attention to 
thefc conlidcrations, and not be fenfiblCt 
that the apoftlcs h^J never been inftruitcd 
in any fuch do^nes as thofe of the divi- 
nity or pre-cxiftence of Chrifl ? If they 
had, as the dodrinea were quite m'p^ and 
iBUtl have appeared I'xh aordinary, wefhould 
certainly have been able to trace the time 
when they were communicated to them. 
They would naturally have cxprcffed feme 
JurprizCf if they had intimated no doubt of 
the truth of the inrur.....tion. If they re- 
ceived them with un(haken faith them* 
fclves, they would have taught them to 
otherSf who would not have received them 
fo readily. They would have Iiad the 
doubts of (bme to encounter, and the ob- 
jc^ons of others to anfwer. And yet, in all 
their hiftory, and copious writings, we per- 
ceive DO trace of their own forprize, or 
doubts, or of the furprize, doubts, or ob- 
jedions of others* 
Vol. i. D Arians 
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Arians will think that the obfcivations 
in this fedion do not apply with much 
force« except to the do^rine of <the pro-» 
per divinity of Chrijl, their own dodrine 

of the pre^exijience of Chrift, and of his 
having been the maker of the world un- 
der God, being familiar to their minds. 
But they Ihould confider that the Jews 
in our Saviour's time had never heard of 
anjr iuch being as they fuppole Chriil to 
be ; and therefore they would have received 
the account of it with perhaps even more 
furprizc than the doctrine of God himfelf, 
haviiig made bis appearance in human form« 
In the Old 'rcitauieaL there is no account 
of God having employed any fuch being as 
Chrift in the making of the world, and he 
fpake to the patriarchs either by angels, or 
fome temporary appearance, which may 
fometimes have been in the form of man. 

It is really lomething extraordinary, that 
this opinion, tliat Chiiil was the medium 

of all the divine communications to man* 

kind under the Old Teflament difpenfation, 
ihould have been fo readily received, ' and 
have fpread fo generally as it did among 

chriftians, 
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chriftiansy when it not only has no coun« 

tenance from fcripture, but is expreflly con- 
tradidted by the* author of the epiftie to 
the JHebrevvs, in Heb. i, 1. God who at 
Jiindry times^ and in divers manners, [pake in 
time paji unto the FutbeKS by the prophets, 
has in thefe laji days fpoken unto us by his Son. 
Again, chap^ ii. 2, 3. If the word fpoken iy 
angels was fiedfafi, how fhall we efcape, 
if we negleS fa great fa hat ion which at the 
flrjt began to be fpoken by the Lord. What 
can be more evident than that the writer 
of this epillle had no idea of God having 
fpoken to mankind by his Son before the 
time of the gofpcl ? 

To the Jews, however, the Arian doc- 
trine muft have been more novel than that 
'of the orthodox chriftians in the time of 
Juftin Martyr, and therefore, would pro- 
bably have been received with more fur- 
prize* It was that kind of orthodoxy which 
'was advanced by Jullin Martyr, that pre- 
pared the way for the Arian dodlrinCj as 
will be feen in its proper place, 

■ 
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S E C T I O N 111. 

« 

An Argument againjl the Divinity of Ciriji, 

Jfom bis not being the Oijcd oj Prdjcr. 

T nMift be acknowledged that the prcK 

per objeA of prayer is God the Fa<- 
Thcr, who is called the fir ft per fin in ' iba 
trinUjf. Indeed^ we caonot find in the icrip* 
lures cither any precept that will authorize 
us to addrefs ourfelves to any Mher pcrfon* 
or auy proper exatnpU ol it. Every iliia^ 
that can be alledged to .this pttrpofe* as 
Stepben*s iliort cjaculatory addrcis to Cbrill, 
.whom he had juft before fecn is ?ifion, 
is very inconliderablc. Our Saviour 
himfclf always prayed to his Father, and 
with as much humility aod refignntion as the 
xnu(^ dependent being in the univcrre couid 
poflibly do; always addreffing him as bit 
^^thtr^ or the author of his being i aod he 
direds his difciples to pray to the fame great 
being, whom pnij^ he lays^ w mgbi ic Jerve. 

ILJ lie uitciuicd to guard againll all mil* 

take on this fubjeft^ by fpeakiog of Cod 

I as 
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as the author of his being ii> the i^me fenfe 
lA which he is the author of being to all 
men, he could not have done it more ex- 
prcflly than he has, by calling him his Fa- 
ther and our Fathert his God and our God. 
At the fame time he calls his difciples his 
brethren (John xx« 17) Got9 my brethren f 
and Jay unto ibm^ I ajcend unto my Father 
and your Father^ and to my Gad and your God. 
jCan any perfoni read tliis, and fay that the 
unitarians wrcll the fcriptures^ and are not 
guided by the plain fenfe of them } 

Accordingly, the prailicc of praying to 
the Father only, ^was long univerfal in the 
chriftian (phurch. The fhort addrelTes to' 
Chrift, as thofe in the Litany, Lord have 
mercy upon us, Chriji have mercy ufon us^ 
being comparatively of late date. In the 
Clementine liturgy, the oldeil that is ex- 
tant, contained in the ApoftoHcal Conftitu- 
tions, which were probably compofed about 
the fourth century, there is no trace of any 
fttch thing* Origen, in a large treatife on ' 
the fubjedl of prayer, urges very forcibly 
the propriety of praying to the Father only, 
not to Gl^rift i and as he giv^s no hint 

P 3 that 
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that the publia forms oi prayer had any 
thing rcprchcnliblc iii thtiu in that rc- 
fpe&9 we are naturally led ta conclude thtt» 
in his time, iuch petitions to Chrill were 
unknown in the public aflemblies of cbrif- 
tians. And luch hold have early eilabiOiicd 
cuftoms on the minds of men, that, ex- 
cepting the Moravians only» whole prayers 
iiie always addrclTcd to Chrill, iuc ^ciicial 
pradtcc of trinitarians tbemfelves is to pray 
to the Father only. 

Now on what principle could this early 
apd univcrlai praUia have been founded ? 
What is there in the dodrinc of a trinity 
confiiUng of three equal perfons^ to entitle 
the Father to that diilii)dion, in prckrcncc 
to the &9n^ or the Spirit \ I doubt not bat 
that^ coniidcring the thing ab initio^ a pro- 
per trinitarian would have thought that* 
iincc» of thefe three pcrfonSf it is the Jt^ 
€ond that was the maker of the world, and 
that is the iuuncdiate governor of itt he is 
thuL peilun of the three with whom we 
have moft to do i and therefore he is that 
pcrTon to whom our prayers ought to be 

addrefled* This, I flionld think, would 

have 
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have been a natural concluiion, even if Chrift 
had not been thought to be equal to the 
Father, but only the maker and the gover- 
nor of the world under him ; fuppofing 
him to have had power originally given 
him equal to the making and governing 
of it, as I have fhew^n in my Difquijitwns 
on matter and fpirit^ Vol. I. p. 376, For 
we fliould naturally look up to that being 
on whom we immediately depend, know- 
ing that it muft be his proper province 
to attend to us. 

If there ihould have been any reafon in 
the nature of things, though uiidifcovcr- 
able and incompreheniible by us, why the 
world fliould have been made, and fup- 
ported, by fome being of communicated 
and delegated authority, rather than by the 
felf-exiftent and fupreme being himfelf (and 
if the fadt be fo, there mutt have been fome 
good reafon for it) that unknown reafon, 
whatever it be, naturally prefents this de- 
rived being to us, as the proper objedl of 
our prayers. 

But fuppofing this fecond perfon in the 
trinity to be our independent maker^ gover- 

O 4 nor 
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nor and final judge, the propriety of pray- 
ing to him, and to him exclafively» is lb 
obvious, that no conlideration whatever 
could have prevented the prafticc, if fuch 
had been the real belief of the chriftian 
world ho in ihe begiiuuag, ihae cluiibans 
did not do f<f at firft^ but prayed habitoallf 
to the Father only, is, therefore, with me 
fllmoft a demonftration, that they did not 
coaiider Chriil in that light. Whatever 
they might think of him, they did not re- 
gard him as being a proper objed of wor«> 
ihip, aiid cuaicqucntly not as poiTciTed of 
the attributes that are proper to conftitate 
\\\\\\ one, and thcrctorc not as truly God« 
The perfuafion that be was truly God* and 
that God on whom we immediate iy dependt 
would unavoidably have drawn after it the 
habitual pradice of praying to himt as it 
has at length ciFcdlcd with refpc^ to the 
Moravians ; and in fpite of ancient cuftooit 
aud dgaiuil all fcripturc precept and ex^ 
ample, the pradice has more or lefs pre* 
vailed with ail tximurians. Petrarch^ we 
find by his letters, generally prayca lu 

^hrifti that pious treatifc of Thomea^t* 

Jiempis. 
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Kj&a)piit on tb< imUation of Cbrljl^ coniifts 
of nothing bcfidei tddrefles to him, and 
ihey coiiif>oic the greater part of the iitanjr 
of the church of England. 

When I was noyfelf a trioitarian^ I re* 
member praying coafcicntioufly to all the 
{hree perfont without diftio^on, only be-i 
giiiiuDg with the Father 1 and what I myfelf 
did in the ferioos fimplicity of my hearty 
when youngy would, I doubt not* have 
been done by all chriiiians from the begin- 
mng» if their nainda had then been im« 
prclfcdy as mine was, with the firm perfua^- 
fion that all the three perfbns were fully 
equal in power, wi£dom, goodneis, omni«. 
prefcnce, and all divine attributes. This 
argoaient*! recommend to the ferions con«* 
fidcration of all trinitarians, ns it is with 
me a foffieient proof, that originally Chrift 
not confidered as a proper object of 
woHhip by chriftiant, and confequently 
neither as God, nor as the maker and go« 
ftrnor of the world under God. 

At this 18 ft thing that relates to pra&ice^ 
I ihould have imagined that, if each of the 

fhfte perfims had been to be addreffed 

* paratcly« 
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parately, wc ihouTd have *been diftindly 
informed concerning the circuaiftances in 
whicli we were to pray to aay one of them, 
and not to the others; coniidering how 
difficult it muH be, from tKe nature of the 
thing, for mere mm to diftinguiih the fe^ 
parate rights of three divine perfons. 

It has been faid by fomc, that Chrift is the 
proper objeil of prayer in the time of ex* 
ternal pcrfecution. But let us oonfider how 
the fuppoiition^ or theory, correfponds to 
the faft. For if it be not fupported by cor- 
refponding fa<^s, how ingenious^ or probable 
foever it may feem to be a priori^ it muft 
fall to the ground. The apoftles and pri« 
mitive chriftians certainly knew whether, 
the .Father, or the Son, was the more pro* 
per objedl of prayer in the time of perfecu- 
tion. Let us fee then both what direSions • 
they gave, and alfo what they themfelves 
actually did in this cafe. 

The apoftle James, writing tp chriftians 
in a ftate of perfecution, fays, ch. i, 2, &c. 
My brethren, count it all joy when ye fall into 
divers temptations^ ,or trials, *&c* If^^yof 
. you lack wijdom^ kt him ajk of G^d^ It can 

hardly 
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bardl^ be faid that^ in this he adviies them. 

to apply to Chrift, or to the trinity for di- 
redtioa in thefe clrcumftances. This hypo* 
theiis has no countenance either in the 
fcripturcs, or in any chriftian writer before 
the council of Nice. For they all under 
ftood the Father algnc to be intended, when- 
ever mention is made of God abfolutely. 

Petcr^ wjiting to chriilians in the fame 
fituation, lays, i Pet. iv. 1 9. Wherefore^ let 
them that fuffer according to the will of God, 
commit the keeping oj their fouls to him in^ 
ntfell'doingt as unto a faithful creator. This 
is certainly meant of God the Father ^ but 
more evidently muft we fo interpret i Pee« 
V* 10, The God of all grace who has called us 
unto his eternal glory ^ by Chrijl Jefus, after 
that ye have fuffer ed a while^ make you per-- 
feSl^ ejlablijhf f rcngthen^ fettle you, I do not 
find here, or any where elfe in the fcriptures^ 
any diredlion to pray to Chrift in time of 
perfecution> or indeed^ in any other circum* 
^ Aances. 

Let us now attend to fome particulars in 
the hiftory of the apoftles. When - Herod 
had put to .death James^ the brother of. 

* 

« 
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John> aod impriibiicd Peter, we read, A^is 
xii* $. ihftt prayer was maJe vntbtnU ceafing 

9 

the church uuto Cod, not to Chnil^yor 
When Paul and Silas were in prifon at Phi«» 
lippU we read. Ads, Xfu z$. that ibey Jk9g 

piaij^s to God, not to Chrill. And whca 

Paul was warned of what would befal him 

if be weat to Jeruiakai, Adts xxi 14. bo 
iaid the wiU of ibt L§rd be Tbit, it 

muft be fuppoied, was meant of God the 
F«iiacr, bccauic Chrift hiinr^lf uied the 
Anie.language in this fenfe, when, praying 
to the Father, be iaid, AW my wtli^ but 
thine ke dame. 

Theie, it may perhaps be iaid, are ooiy 
incidental circumftanccs, on which no great 
ftrcis ia to be laid. Bat in Ads 19. 24, 

vvc have a prayer of lome length adurcflcd 
to God the Father, at the very beginning of 
the perrccutionof chriiUans, when Peter and 
John had been examined before the high-* 
prieil, apd his court, and had been threat* 
encd by- them. The whole of it is as foU 
lows ; Ami whem iief btmrd ibsi^ ibey kfied 
tbdir vcicc io C-^J wiib one aicord^ and 

Jiud, Lord^ ibme art Gmi^ vtb$ kajk msde bem^ 



« 
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vtn and earthy and the Jea^ and all that in 
tbem is : wAo^ by tbi moutb thy ferv40it 
David, hafi Jaid^ IVby did tJje btatben rage^ 
and the people imagine vain tiings f the 
•* kings of the earth Jlood up, and ibe rvJers 
were gathered iogefber, againji the Lord^ 
and againji his Chrift For of a truth 
againji thy holy 'Child (or fervant) Jefus, 
whom thou baft anointed, both Herod and 
Pontius Pilate^ with the Gentiles and the people ; , 
4f Ifrael were gathered together^ for to do 
whatfever thy ha?id and thy council dettr^ 
mined before to be done. And now, Lati^ 
behold their ibreaienings^ and grant unto thy 
Jervants^ that with all boldnefs they may 
Jpeak thy word, by ftr etching forth thy band to 
heal, and that Jigns and wonders may be diem 
by the name of tby boly Child (or fervant) 
Jefus.' 

We have now examined Tome particulars 
'both of the inJimSionSy and the examples bf 
ftripture^ with regard to the proper obje<3 
of prayer in tinle of pcrfc'cution ; from 
• which it appears, that even in this.caX^ 
we have no authority to pray to any .other 
than that one God, to whc»a Chrift himielf 

prayed 
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prayed in his afflidion ; and if we be not 
authorized to pray to Chrift in time of per- 
fecution^ there is, it is acknowledged, Icf^ 
propriety in praying to him on any other 
occafion. 

. As many profcis a great regard for thoie 
-trho are called apoftolical Fathers, let us 
attend to the prayer of Polycarp, when he 
'was tied to the ftake, ready to be burned 
alive. Now this prayer, which is a pretty 
remarkable one, is addrefled to God the 
Father, and not to Chriil ; fo that this 
difciple of the apoftle John, did not think 
the example of Stephen any precedent for 
him. The prayer begins as follows : O 
" Lord God Almighty, the father of thy 
*« wcU-belovcd and bleifed Son Jcfus Chrift ; 

by whom we have received the kapw-> 
** ledge of thee, the God of angels and 
*^ powers, and of dvery creature, and efpe- 
cially of the whole race of juft men, 6cc/' 
We fee then, how greatly men may be 
milled by fpeculative theology, by an atten- 
tion to particular texts, lingle incidents, and 
imaginary proprieties, without ajttending to 
the general tenor of fcripture> the plaia 

dire£tions 
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diredions that are there given for our 

tondudt, and ilic <,uiiiu[it praJucc of the 
apoftles, which fupply the heft interpreta** 
tioD of their dodlnne. To cooclude, as 
feme have done, from the fingle cafe of 
Stephen, that all chriftiao^ are authorized 
to pray to Chrift, is like concluding that all 
matter has a tendency to go upwards, be- 
caulc a nccdk will do fo when a magnet is 
held over it« When they (hall be in the 
£une circumilaaces with Stephen, having 
their minds ftrongly imprefled with a vifion 
of Chrift fitting at the right hand of God, 
they may ihcn, perhaps, be auihcrizccl to 
addrefs themfelves to him as he did ; but 
the whole tenor of the icripturcs proves 
that, otherwife we' have no authority at all 
for any fuch pradice* And if Chrift be 
not the objed of prayer, he cannot be dther 
God, or the maker and governor of the 
world under Cod. 
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SECTION IV. 

Of fbe Arguments again ft the DoHrine of the 
trinity as implying a Contradidion* 

m 

T T has been (hewn that there is no fuch 
dodrioe as that of the trinity in the 
fcriptureSy but I will now add that, if it 
had been found there» it would have becji 
impoifiblc lur a reafonablc mun to believe 
it» as it implies a ' c$niraMi&i9H^ which no 
miracles can prove» 

I alk then, wherein dtes the Athanaiian 
doctrine of the triiiily differ from^a contra* 
didion ? It alTcrts in cfTedl tlut nothing is 

wanting, to either the Father, the Son, or 

the Spirit, to cunditute each of ihcm truly 
and properly each of them being equal 
in eternity t and all divine perfections ; and 
yet that thefe three are not three GeJs^ bac 
only oae God* They are therefore both 

onr and //uny in the Uiiic rcii-cvi, viz. in 

each being / God. This is certainly 
as much a contrau^diun, to fay that 
Peter, James^ and Joho» haring each of 

them 
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them every thing that is re^^^iufii-i^ to confll- 
' tiite a comptete mfln»> are ytXi all together 
not three merty but only one man. For the 
ideas annexed to the words . G^^, or man, 
cannot make any 'difference in the nature of 
th& two propofitions. * After the- council of 
Nice, there are inAances of the dodrine of 
the trinity Ijeing explained in this very man- 
ner. The Fathers of thai; age baing parti- 
cularly intent on preferving the full equa*- 
lity of the three perfons^ entirely loft fight 
of their proper uniiy^ And in what man- 
ner foever this doftrine be explained, one 
of thefe muA ever be iacrificed to thepther. 

As perfgns are apt to confound themfelves 
Wth' the uie of the worde perf^n and Mng, 
I fhall endeavour to give a plain account of 
them. 

The term being may be predicated of every . 
thing, and therefore- of each o^" the three 
perfons in the trinity. For to fay that Chrift^ 
for inilance, is God, but that there is no 
being J HO fuhftancey to which his attributes 
may be. referred^ were manifcAly ablurdj. 
and thcrefuie when it is faid that e^jich of 
thefe perfons is by hlmfelf God, the mean- 
Vol, !• . E ing 
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ing muft be» that the Father, icparately con-' 
fidered, has a Setng^ that the Son, feparatcly 
conlid'ered, has beings and likewife, that 
• tbe Holy Spirit, feparately confidered, has 
a being. 'Here then are no lefs than three 
beings, as well as three perjons^ and what can 
thefc three beings be but three Gods^ with- 
out fuppoiing that there are three co« 

ordinate perfons, or three Fathers, three . 
" Sons, or three Holy Ghofts V' 

liy the words being, fubjtance, Jubftratum^ 
&c. we can mean, nothing more than the 
foundation, as it were, of* propertie§, or 
fonoething to which, in oar idea, we refer 
*. all the particular attributes ' of whatever 
exifts/ •* In fadir, they are terms that may be 
predicated of ^very thing that is the^ fubjedt 
of thought or dUcouife, all the difcrimina-^ 
tion of things^ depending upon their pecu- • 
liar propei'ties. So tjjiat whenever the pro-^ 
perties diiFer, we 'fay that there is a corrc- 
ipondmg difference in the tilings, beings, or 
Jubftances thcmfelves. Cbnfequently, if the 

Father, , Son, and Spirit, differ in. any re-* 

• ■ - ' • * . . * 

•Ips'cl, fo as to^ hdvc different properties, 

fiither in relation to themfelves, or to other 

%^ beings, 

» 
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being8» we miift, according to the an'alogjr 

of all language, fay that they arc three dif-» 
fcrent beingSt or fubftaoces. 

Suppoilng again, that there is an idcoticy 
of attributes in each of them, fo that, being 
conlidercd one after 4he other, no difference 
(hould be perceived in them, even in idea, 
(as maj be fappofed to be the cafe of three 
men, who ilioulJ pcr^aly refemble uae 
another in* all excern%l and internal proper* 
ties) and iuppoling, moreover, that there, 
ihould be a perfed coincidence in all their 
thoughts and adlon^ i though there mijght 
be a perfeft barmtny among them» and« this 
might be oedkd umty^ they would (till be 
numericaUy tbree^ Confequcntly, though 
the Father, Son, and Spirit had nO. real 
differenccSf but, as has been faid, they had 
V the moft perfed: identity of nature, the 
^ mod entire unity of will, and confent of 

intelled> and an inceflanc co-operation in 

the exertion of common powers, to a 
• • • 

common purpofe," ycl would they, a<v . 
jcording to the analogy of iaoguag&» not 
cHc God. but three G:Js : or which is. the 
lame thing, they would be tbnt bimgs^ with 

£ Z ' equal 
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eq^ial divmc natures, juft as the three men 
would be three beings, with equal human 
natures. * 

The term Being , as I have ©bfervcd, may 
be predicated of every thing without dif* 
tin^ion ; btit the ten» per/on^ Is Ihnited 
tQ intelligent beings. Three men, there- 
fore, are not only three beings, but likewife 
three perfons ^ th« former. is the genus ^ and 
the latter the /pedes. B^it a perjani^ not the 
lefs a b&ng oq this accotint % iot each itian 
may be {^id to be a beings as well as a per- 
fon. . Confequentty, thpugh the word /«r- 
Jon be properly applied to each of the three 
component parts of the trinity, yet zsperfon 
is a /pedes, comprehended under the genus 
being, they mxxft be thi'ee beings, as ^ell aa 
three perfons. 

The term Gody w a Aib--dtvifion under the 
term per/on, becaufe we dehne God to be 
^ an intelligent being, poffefied of all pof- 
**,iible pei-feftions.V Conlequently, if the 

< 

Father, Son, and Spirit, be each of them 
poiTeflied of all poffible perfections, which, 
is not denied, fhey are each of them a pp^-^ 
/tm^ each of them 0 beings and each of them 
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' 0 God 1 and whsx ds this bat .making ihree 

Cods. Let any trioitarian av.oid this, jcon-* 
clufioi^ from diefe. piinoiplcsy 4»'r aflbme 
ether {)riAcipies aore juil ami natural; if 
Jic can. * 

This dehniuon of the word perfm^ as 
applied to the dodtrloe' of the trinity, will 
perhaps he .objeded but if any other 
defiiiition be given, I \wiil venture to affert, 
diat sit might ;a8 Mretf he ikid that the Fa- 
ther, Son, and ^jpiirit, 2a5c three Jhracada-* 
tf'asy as three per/am. T^ey ^Hi i>c ^d^uaU^ 
words wit)haut meayuig* 

It ha^ been fald, that tUe perfonal exift- 
ence of 1 ^vine logos is implied in the 
very idea of a God, aiid that the argu<- 
^' ,merit refts an ^ prinbi^ vAAth was com-- 
mon to ail the Platonic. Fat^r-s, and. 
'feems to be ibunded* ior ^riptore, that 
^ the exiitence of ihp Son-iflows jiece^ily 
from the divine intelle<3: exerted on itfelf, 
from the C'ather's coo4cimplati|m of his 
•*Cown perfedions. *But as the Father ever 
^asy his iperfe<9ions«'have jcwji beea, and 
his intelled has ey^r been ju3ive. But 
iH.perfedions which, ha^ ever been, the 

B '3 evcj: 
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* * 

ever a&ive intelled muft ever have con«» 

teuiplated ; and the contemplation wbicli 
has ever beea, muft ever Itave \fccn ac- 
tompanied with its juileffcct^ the pcr« 
fonal extftence of the Son/' 
fiQt there is nothing in the fcriptures^ or 
indeed in ihc Faiiiets, tJiat gives any coun- 
• tenance to this realbaing. As virr cannot 
pretend to draw- any conclufions from the 
neceflary operations of one mind, hot from 
their fuppo^ed *aaalogy to thole, of other 
Blinds, that is, our own, thofc who main- 
tain this hypothefist .o^uft explain to oa 
• • how it comes to pafs, that if the cyhtcmp- 
lation of* the divine perfedioos of Ihe Fs-^* 
ther, neceflksily produced a diiUn^ peribo 
In' him, fuUy equal*t6 himfelf, a man*s con* 
, templation o/ fuch pcrfcttioos or powers^ 
.as Se is po/feffcd * of, fliould not produce 
another iQteUigoit perfoo fully equal to 
• himiclf. . . • 

'It will perhaps be laid (though there is 
aothing to authoriM*it) that the impolii- 
bility of frodui^iiig this iu liuui is the 
imptrfedion of ^is fa)mlties, or hts'limited 
powcf oi (pomemplatiag thsm, But to cut 

oif 

■ 
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oit that fubterfugc, I will afk why the. con- 
templation of- the' Son'js perf«<Sions, which 
are fuppofed to be fully equal to thofe of 
the Father, ancf whofe energy of contempla- 

• tion muft Iikewifc be Xuppofed equal tQ 
, that of the Father, does not produce an- 
other intelligent beip^ cqUal to himielf; 
and why are not perfons in the Godhead in 
this manner multiplied ad infinhwn:? 

If, for any incompreheniible reaibn, this' 
myfteripus power of generation be peculiar to 
the Father, why floe^ It not ftill operate i 
Is he not an unchangeable being, the fame 
ncfw that he was froni the beginning, his 
perfections the fame, and his power of con- 
templating them the fame ? Why tjien are * 
not m9re fons prpc^uc^ f . Is 'he become 
ayovi^, incapable of this generation, as the 
orthodoic Fathers ufed to afk ; or does it de« 
pend upon his will and pleafurc whether he 
will exert this powgr of generation ? If fo» 
is not the Son as much creature^ depend*^ • 
ing on the will of jche creatoti^ as any thing 

* elfe produced .by him,, though in, another 
masner ; and this ' whether *he be of* the 
fame fubjiance (o//o^^«/^) ^ith.himi or not ? 

" ' lOiduld 
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I.flumld alfo like to know ia what manw 
ncr the third pcrfon in the trinity was 
produced. 'Was it by t)ie jointxdiertion of 
the two firft, ia the coatciuplation oT their 
refpeAiTe pcrfedions ? 'If ib, why doc9 
not the Taipe operation ia them prutiuce 4 
fourth, ^c. ice. ficc. 

Admitting, howavor, this ftrange accoimt 
of the gcneratiuu uf the trinity (ccjual in 
labfuffditjr to thing in 'the Jewiih cabala) 
Viz. that the pcrfonal exiilenee of ihe Son 
lieceflarily B0W9 fr6m tfie intelleft of the 
leather exerted on itfelf % it certainly impliei 
a viuual priority^ oc Juperiority in iho Father 
with refpeA to -the Son 1 and i\o boisig can 
be prppaily God, who -has any Superior, 
In fliort, this fcbemc ^f&dtmlly ojrertomt 
4he doctrine of the proper e^aiuy^ as wcU 
as the unity of the. three ptrfons iu ih^ 
trinity* • * ' 



SECTION 
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S. E C T I O N V. 

Of the Nature of the, Arian Hypothefu, and 
of the Proof which is necejfary to make it 
credible. • • • . . 

• 

''T^ H E dodlrine of the trinity may be re- 
• duced, as has been (hewn, to a proper 
ConiradiBion^ or a mathematical impofli- 
•bility, which is incapable of proof, even by 
•miracles. This cannot be faid of the Arian 
hypothefis. Becaufe, for any thing that we 
certainly know, God might have created 
one, being of fuch extraordinary power, as 
^lould make it unneceflary for him to exert 
any more creative power ; fo that all that 
•remained of creation might be delegated to 
that great derived being. But it is highly 
improbable that this Ihould have been 
cafe. And the more improbable, a priori^ 
«ny propolition is, .on account of its want 
«of analogy to other propofitions, the truth 
x£ which is admitted, the clearer and 
•ftronger evidence we require before we 
-give our aflent Vb it. This improbability 
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may be fo greats as to approach ry nearly 
to an impoflibility. At leaft the impreflioa 
made upon the mind wiil hardly be dtiUo- 
^uiflied in the two cU'es, and the rciiuaacc 
to aiTent (hall be, in a manner^ as great in 
the 'one as in the other, Confequcntly, 
though the do&rine be not incapable of proof 
by miracles, yet it will be neceOary that 
the proportion which contains it» be very 
clearly cxprclicd, that the miracles allcdged 
in fuppdrt of it be well authenticated, ind 
that* the connexion between the miracles 
and the piupoikioa be very particuhrly 
eftablifhed. Let us now confider whether 
this be the cafe with refped to the A^iaa 
dodlrine. 

K Thpre is fomething in the dodrine 
iikU, which, i|* we were not accuiloiacd 
to it, would appear exceedingly revolting. 
Sucht certainly, is ti^ idea ot any being ia 
human form, who was born, grew up, and 
died like other men 1^ requiring the re* 
frcllimcnts ot' food, rcH, and flccp, 6cc* 
having been the maker, and while he was 
on earth, ^nd ailecp, the fupportGr and go- 
vernor of the worlds * H)ul fuch 'an opi-^^ 
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nion been lirft propofed in the prefent 
Hate of philofophy, it \yould have been 
Tejedled without farther examination. 

That Chrift emptied himfejf of his for- 
mer glory and power, and did not fuftain 
the world during his abode on cafth, is 
quite a modern opinion ; and, on that ac- 
count only, can never be received as the 
original and genuine dodlrine of • chrif- 
tianity. Befides, this' hypothefis is of itfdf 
as improbable as the other. For it may 
reafonably be alked. Who fuppli^d the 
place of Chrift in the government of the 
world, when his office was fufpended ? If 

'v the fupreme Being himfelf undertook it, 
what reafon can there be imagined why he 
fhould not himfelf have always (done it ? 

^ And yet, if there was* a reafon, in the 
•nature of .things, why this work fhould 

* be done by another, and not by tl^e fi\« 
preme Being himfelf, that reafon muft have 
iubfilled while Ghrift was on earth as well 
as before. But the Arian' hypothefis pro- 
vides no otKer created being, of ran^k an'd 

• pow.er equal to that of Chrift, to undertake 
his office when he^fliould be difabled from 

># ^ A ' jif ' difcharging 
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diichai^ing it* A contradicflion Is hardly 
more revolting to the mind than the im- 
probabilities attending fuch a IcheDic at 
this* 

2« It i$ obvio^is to remarky tha( the Arian 
hvpothefis is no where clearly cxpreffcd in 
the fccipturcF, and much iefs is it rape and 
io ofien« and io much ilref^ laid upon ir, as 
its natural nugnitade required. THhe Old 
Teftament^ it is allowed, contains no inch 
doArine as that of God liaiung siade the 
world by the inibrumcntality of any inter- 
mediate being ; and yet, as \vc have tlicrc 
the hiftory of the creation» and as the does- 
trine of one God having made the heavens 
and the earth is frequently repeated in the 
ieveral books of it^ it might have been ex^ 
pe£lcd tli^t, if tiiuic had been luch a being 
aa the Arians fuppofe Chrift to he, and 
he i^d made the world by the direction of 
the fupreme being, iome mention would 
have been made of it tbin^ that being isa 
natural and proper place. 

3. The doArine of Chrift having made 
the world has no connexion^with the^ greac 
and obvious defign of the miffion of any 
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«f the prophets in general^ or that of Chrift 
, and the apoftles in particular. The great 
' obje£| of the whole fcheme of revelation 
was 'to teach men how to live here, fo- as to 
be happy hereafter, and tl>e. particular doc«- 
trincs which we are taught, as havhig a 
connexion with this great obje&, arot thofe 
of the unity of God, his univerfal prefcnce 
and infpe&ioa, his 'placability «to repenting . 
iinnerSy and the certainty of a refurreiftioh 
ta a life cxf retribution after death. Thefe 
do(ltrines occur perpetually in the dif<* 
courfes and writings of the prophctSj^ of 
th? evangelifts, and of the apoftles % and 
the nxiraclos which they wrought have fo • . 
evident a conneKion with thefe dodrtnes^ 
that it is i-mpoilible to admit (heir divine 
miffion without receivings them. 
' On tl)e other handj the dod^rine of there 
belngj fuch a fuper-angelic fpirit as., the 
Aridn iogos^ the maker and governor of all 
things under the fnpreme God, has no con- 
nexioii with the do^rincs above mentioned. 
It may be true or falfe alto|^Qther inde-«. 
dependent of them. It does not, therefore, 
follow thati admitting that fuch had beea 

■ 1 the 

■ 

■ 
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the private opinion of thofe pcrfotis who* 
were divinely infpired, and impowered to 

work miracles, that tlieir infpiration, or 
their miracles, could give anjr fandUojf to 
this particular dodrine; their infpiratioa 
and iniractes relating to another UiftinA* 
objed/ and not to this. And it mull be ^ 
acknowledged, that a prophet who has re* 
ceived no inftru&ion frOm God relating to 
any particular fubjedl, ipay be as much 
miftaken with refpeft to it as any other* 
perfon whatever. 

Now, corifidering that no fuch doArine 
as that of there being a fubordmate maimer 
of the world was taught by Mafes, or any 
of the ancient prophets^ and that .Chrift 
himfelf, as it muft be allowed, taught no 
fuch do&rine (though he himfelf be fup-* 
pofed Jto have been that very peripa) had 
it been advanced by the apoftles, their 
auditors^ who admitted their authority ia: 
other things, might very reafuuably have: 
demanded a difttndt proof of an. additional 
*doSIrine^ fo yery new and ftrangft, and fo un*-. 
conhedled with their other teaching, as this 
was.' They might have faid^ We admit 

*^that 
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thatjefusis the Mcifiah ; wc acknowledge " 
that be role irom the dead, and we believe 
• that he will come a^aia to raife all the 
deadt and to judge the world; but this 
iloCtriiic of Chriil having made the world 
it quite another thing. It was not taught 
** by Mufes» or by Chrift, and thcmorc, 
wc cihnot receive it except upon new and 
indcpeadcot evidence. What miracles 
*• do you work in order to (hew that' you 

are commiifioncd to teach tbUAoGLxinz Y* 
Now, it is liuw picUiiUvii \\\.'X there are 
any miracles particularly adapted to prove 
that Chrifl: made and Supports the worlds 
1 do not. fee that we are under any obliga- 
tion to believe it -merely becauie it was aa 
opinion held by an apoftle. 

4* The do&rine ol Chriil having made . 
the world, is not exprcUcJ by any of tlic 
apoftles in a manner ib definite an4 clear^ or 
fo repeat cdly, as it^ magnitude naturally re« 
^ir«d For the paflages in their writings • 
from vvhich it has been inferred that they 
held this opinion, arc very few, and by no 
means clear and exprefs to the purpofe. 
Had thi& dockine been true, being of -fo 

extraoi'dinary 
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extraordinary a nature* and ib nsncfa naliktf 

to any thing that Jews or chriitiana had 
been taught before, it would, no doubt, 
whea it was hrit promuigatcd, have been 
delivered with the greateil diilindlnefs, (q 
as to leave oo uncertainty with refpe& to il| 
and unlcfs it had been urged by the apoiUcs 
again and again, and with peculiar force 
and emphalis, their auditors would naturally 
have imagined that they only made ufc of 
ibtne figurative forms of fpeech, and did not 
icnouily mean to advance a dodlriae fu very 
remote from their former apprehenfions of 
things. 

But in all the writings of the apoftler, 
there are only four pafiages from which it 
has been pretended that, in their opinion, 
Chrift was the maker of the world ; and in 
one of them no mention is made of Chrift* 
As they are lb very few, I (ball tecite them 
all, that my reader may have the whole evi<* 
dcnce of this cxirauiJiiiaiy dudlrinc fairly 
before him* 

No mention is made of this dodrine in 
any book in the New Teftament which 
was written bdore the imprifonment of 

Paul 
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Paul at Rome> A. D. 6( and 62^ and then 
by this one apoftld only. Writing to 

the Epbefians, he fays (ch« iii. to make 

all me?i fee what is the fellowjinp of the 
myfiery^ whkb from the beginning of the 
world has been hid in GoJ, who created all 
things by J ejus Cbrift* This is only atl 
incidental expreilion at the clofe of a fen* 
tence^ the * obje£k of which was to teach * 
fomething elfe ; alio both the terms crea^^ 
tioriy and all things^ are of very uncertain 
fignification, and therefore, may well be 
fuppofed to refer to . what is figuratively 
. called the new creation^ or the reformation of 
the world. 

The fame apoftle, in the epiftlc to the 
CollojQians (ch. i. 15) iaysof Chrift, who is 
, the image of the invifible God, the Jlrjl b^rn of 
every creature* For by bim ioere all things 
created, that are in heaven and that are in 
earthy vifible and invifible^ whether they be 
thrones or dominions^ or ptincipalities or powers^ 
All things were created by him and for him, 
and be is before all things, and by him all 
things conjtjl ; and he is the head of the body, 
the church, who is the beginning, the firfi^ 
Vol, L F born 
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hrnjrom the dead^ that in all things he might 
have the ptC'^eminencc. On this paifage it 
is obvious to remark, that the things which 
Chrid is faid to have made are not the 
heavens or the earth, but fome things that 
were in the heavens, and in the earth ; and 
thefe were not natural objeAs, fuch as ftars 
or planets, trees or animals, &c. but the 
creation 5 or eftablifhment> of fuch things 
as thrones and dominions^ and therefore may 
naturally be interpreted as referring to fome 
exercife of that power in heaven and in 
earthy which Chrift fays was given tu him 
after his refurreAiofn. Alfo, as his being 
. the head of the body^ the churchy is men- 
tioned after all the other particulars; it is 
moft probable that this power, whatever it 
was, related ooly to his church, and that 
it had nothing to do with the creation of 
the heavens or the earth. 

In the epillle to the Hebrews, the apoftle 
fays (ch. i. i, &c.) God, who, at fundry 
times^ and in divers manners^ Jp^i^^ times, 
paft unto the Fathers, by the prophets, hath, 
in tbeje laft days jpoken unto us by his Son ^ 
"whom be hath appointed heir of all things y by 

whom 
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whom aljo be made the woriM, who being tbe 
hrigbtnefs of his glory ^ and the txprefs image of 
bis perfon^ and upbolding all tbings by tbe ward 
of bis power^ wben be bad by bimfelf putgcd 
our fists^ fat down on tbe rigbt band of tbe tna-^ 
Jcjiy on bigb. 

In this pallige it is evident, that it was 
not the oh}c& of the writer to make an ex- 
prcfs afTcrtion concfrniDg the making of 
. the world by Chrift, fo as to exhibit it as an 
article ol any coofequeace. He was aiiert*- 
ing fomcthing clfc ; ^li J what he docs fay 
on the fubjed is only one incidental ctr* 
cuinilancCt among feveral others. And is 
it Co be fuppofed that adodrine of this 
importance would never be laid down but 
In fuch a manner as this. Beddes, nothing 
is here faid» or intimated, about Chrift 
iBakii.g the material worlds^ fur it is only 
iaid that he made the ages and the 

ail things here mentioned evidently means 
all things relating to a particular objed, 
viz. the mitfion of Chrift, and not all the 
works of nature. 

LaiUy, in the introdaAion to the jv^Tpel 
of John, we read, In tbe beginning was she 

F a word^ 
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word J and the 'word was with God^ and the . 
WQfd was God. All things were made by bime 
(or, rather by //) and without him (^it) was 
not any thing made that was made. In this 
celebrated paffage, there is no mention, as 
I obferyed before, of Chrift, and that the 
word (logos) means Chriii is not to be 
taken for granted *, fincc another iatcrpre- 
latioji is very obvious and natural, viz. 
that the word here fpoken of is the proper 
wordy ot power of God^ by which the fcrip- 
tures of the Old Teltament inform us, that 
all things were actually made. Thus the 
]?falmif): fays, Pf. xxxiii. 6, £cc. By the woifd 
of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the 
hojl of them by, the breath of bis mouth. He 
Jfake and it was done,, be commanded and it 
flood faji. The fiune word or power relided 
in Chril^ and perfornaed all bis miraculous 
works. Agreeably tu which he himlelf 
fays, tbe Father within me be does the works. 

On the flender foundation of thefe four 
paiTages, refts the great dodrine of Chrift: 
having been the initrument ia th^ hands of 
God of making the world and all things. 
Whea they arc all pat together, and evea 

ihutting 
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flittlttng our eyes on all the diredt and pofi- 
five evidence that t^e world was made by 
the Aipreme being htmfelf, and by no other 
a&iag under hiin» can it be faid that they 

all together amouiu to a iufikicatly clear 
declaration of a do&rine of fo much mag^ 
nitude as the Arian hypothciis ib» viz, that 
Chrift» having been firft created hiinfelf; 
did (aad^ as far as appears^ without any 
previous cfHiys or LiTorts) immediately make 

the whole fyilem of the vifible univerfe, and 
from that time iupport ail the laws of it^ 
himfclf only being fupporuJ, or perhaps 
unfupportedt by the Father. 

W licre would have been the evidence 
of the Arian hypothefis, if Paul had not 
written the two epiiUes to the Epheiians 
and the Coloflians, which arc luppofed to 
contain it. For» little as is the evidence 
for this dodrinc from the palVages I have 
recited from thefe epiftles, it is much 
greater than that which can be derived 
from the two others. And had neither 
the epiftles themfclves, nor the introduce 
tioa to the golpcl of John bocii ever vvrit- 
tCQt it would not have been fufpea;ed that 

F 3 i^ny 
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any thing was wanting in the ichcme oi 

chriiluiiity. 

However, it is not, certainly, from fo 
few cafual expreflionsy which fo eaiiiy ad- 
mit of other interpretations, and efpccially 
in epiftolary writings^ which are feldoai com- 
pofcd with fo much care books lauuiiud 
for the ufe of pofterity, that we can be aa** 
thorized to infer that fuch wa^ the (eriou^ 
opinion of the apoftles. But if it had been 
their real opinion, it would not follow that 
it was true, unlcfs the teaching of it fliould 
appear to be included in their general cQtn«* 
milfion, with which, jis I have (hewn, it 
has no fort of conpexion. 

If any ihould be convinced that theic 
four paflages, do not authorize us to con- 
clude that Chrift made the world, they 
muH: be interpreted in Uich a manner as 
not to imply his fonple fre-^xijlence % and 
if this Ciuiuot be inferred fruia tlicfe texts, 
St certainly cannot from any other* Coo* 
fcqucotly, both the doarine of Chriil 
having nnade the world, and that of his 
Ample pre-exiilence, muil Aaod or fall 
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5* It will be fcen in its proper place, 
that the Arian hypothefis* loaded as it is 
with the greateit natural improbabilities, 
and altggcther dcRitute oi iupport in the 
fcriptures, was the natural confequence of 
other falfe priaciples» which alfo naturally 
fprung from the philofophy of the times in 
which chrillianity was promulgated. That 
philofophy is nou exploded, but the ar- 
tidea in the chriftian fyflon which were 
derived Irom it remain, Flatonifm is no 
more ; but the trinitarian and Arian doc« 
trines yet lubiiil i and with many, the lat* 
tcr rcmjiiu, when the former, from which 
it arofe, is abandoned. Thus the fruit is 
preicrved, when the tree on which it grew, 
is cut down. 

Had there been no TUtanic nous^ or UgoSf 
chriftians would never have got a droini 
logos, or fecaml God, the Cfcator of the World 
under the fupreme God, and the medium 
of til the divine communications to the 
fiatriarchs % and had there been no fuch 
iJi-inc and uncreated logos in the chriftian 

fyftem, we ihould never, I am confident, 

F 4 hAV4 
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have licaid of d created logos being pro- 
Fided to anfwer the fame purpo&. 

Alio, if it bad not been a dodlrine fa- 
miliar to all the fchools of philofophy, that 
the fouls of men in general had pre-cxiiled^ 
it would never have been imagined that the 
created foul of Chrift had pre-exifted* But 
when other fouls are deprived of this great 
privilege, it remains, contrary to all ana- 
logy, and all principles of juit reafoning, 
attached to that of Chrift only, juft as with 
many^ the do&rine of a divine uncreated 
logos is abandoned, and that of the created 
logos, which fprung from it, remains in its . 
place. But an attention to the true caufes 
and briginai fupports of the Arian dodtrine 
all its parts, and the reafons for which 
thefe cauks and fupports of it have been 
given up, cannot fail to draw after it, in 
due time, the downfal of the Arian doc- 
trine itfelf. In the mean time it is held 
by many as being a medium between two 
great extremes, the dodrine of the proper 
divinity q{ Chrift on the one hand, and that 
of his Jim^le bu;mnitj/ on the other. 

SECTION 
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V SECTION VI. 

Reafons for not confidering Arians as being 

properly Unitarians. 

' I ^ H E great objedtion to the dodrinc of 
the trinity is, that it is an infringe- 
ment of the dodtrine of the unity of God, 
as the fole objedt of worfhip, which it 
was the primary deiign of the whole fyflem 
of revelation to cftablifli. Any modifica* 
tion of this doctrine, therefore, or any other 
fyftem whatever, ought to be regarded with * 
fufpicion, in proportion as it makes a muU 
tiplicity of objeds of worihip, for that is 
to introduce idolatry. 

That the do<9:rine of three perfons in the 
divine nature is making three Gods, has^ I < 
think, been fufficiently proved. But they 
. who do not think that Chrift is equal to 
the fupreme being, but only the maker 
and governor of the world under him, are 
willing to think that they are not included 

in 
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in the cenfure of making a multiplicity of 
gods> or in any danger of introducing 
more objcds of woribip. They therefore 
call themfel?e8 unitarians^ and think them* 
felves perfedly clear of the charge of giving 
any countenance to idolatry. Indeed, this 
is an accufation to which the Athanafians 
themfelves plead not guilty. I think» how- 
€ver» that it applies not only to them» but 
even to the Arians, and therefore^ that 
ftriftly fpcaking, the latter arc no more en- 
titled to the appellation of unitarians than 
the former. My realuus for this arc the 
following : 

I • If great ne/s of power be a foundatioa 
on which to apply the title of Gon, they 
who believe that Chrilt made the world, 
and that he conftantly prcfervcs and governs 
it, muft certainly confider him as enjoying 
a very high rank in the icalc of divinity^ 
whatever reafon they may have to decline 
giving him the title of God» They mull 
alluw tliut lie is »i much greater beings or 

G^d^ than Apollo» or even Jupiter, was 
ever foppofcd to be. llis derivation from 

another, ud a greater God, is no reafon why 

ho 
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he ihould not likewiie be coniidered as a 
God. The polytheifm of the heathens did 
not cpnfift in making two or more equal 
and independent gods, but in having one fu- 
preme God» and the reft fubordinate, which 
is the very thing that the Arians hold. 

We have no idea of any power grea^^er • 
than that of creation^ which the Arians 
^fcribc to Chrift, efpecially if by creation 
be meant creation out of nothing ; and the 
Arians do not now fay that the Father £r{l 
produced matter, and that then the Son 
formed it into worlds, &c. a notion indeed^ 
advanced, as will be fcen, by Philo and 
Methodius among the ancients, but too 
ridiculous to be retained by any; fu that 
whatever he meant by creation^ the Arians 
afcribe it to Chrift* 

2. Upon the principle which Is adopted 
by many Arians, we muft acknowledge not 
only two Gods, but gods without number. 
According to fome, Chrift made this folar 
fyftem only. There muft, therefore, have 
been other beings, of equal rank with him, 
to whom the creation, or formation, of the 
other lyftems was afllgned ^ and obferva- 

tioa 
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tion ihow$9 that there are millions and 
millions of fyftems. The pr6bability is, 
.that they fill the whole extent of infinite 
fpace. Here, then, are infinitely more^ as 
wdl as infioitely greater gods, than the 
heathens ever thought of. 

But I would obferve, that the modern 
iVrianSt in afcribing to Chrift the formation 
of the whole folar fyftem, afcribe more to 
him than the ancient Arians did ; for they did 
not iuppofe that he made any thing more 

than this world, becaufe they had no know- , 

ledge of any other. Had the ancients had 
any proper idea of the extent of the folar 
fyftem ; had they believed that it contained 
as many worlds as there are primary and fe* 
condary planets belonging to it, all of which 
might ftand in as much need of the inter<> 
pofition of their maker as that which we 
inhabit, they would, probably, have been 
fiaggered at the thought of giving fuch 
an extenfive power and agency to any one 
created being ; much lefs is it probable that 
they would at once have gone fo far as the 
generality of modern Arians, who fuppofe 
that Cbrift made the whole univerfe. That 

1 W0UI4 
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would have been to give him fo much 
power, and ib extenfive an agency* that the 
Supreme Father would not hnve been iniiTed, 
if 9 after the produdion of fuch a Son^ he 
had himfelf . either remaioed an inadivc 
. fpcdtator in the univerfe, or even retired out 
of exifteacc. For wkj blight not the power 
of fdf'-fubjijtcnce be imparted to another as 
well as that of crtuting out of nothing. 

3* If we coofider the train of r^afoning ■ 
by which we infer thai there is only ont 
God^ it will be found, that, according to 
the Arian hypothchs, Chrift himfelf may 
be that one God* We are led to the idea 
'of God by inquiring into the caufe of what 
we fee ^ and the being which is able to 
produce all. that we ^ee^ or know, we call 
God. We cannot, by the light of nature, 
go any farth^er ^ and the reafon why we faje 
that there is only one God, is, that we fee 
lueh marks of uniformity in the whole fyf« 
tem» andluch a mutual relation of all tbc/ 
parts to each other, that we caanot thfnk 
that one pact was contrived or ex.ecuted by- 
Qne being, and . another part by another 

being. Whoever it was* that made tho 

plants^ 
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pUmiit for inftaiice» muft alfo have made 

the animals that feed upon them. What* 
ever being made, and fuperintends, the lanJf 
muft alfo have made* and muft fupertnteod 
the water^ &c. We alfo cannot fappofe 
that the eartb^ had one author, and the $itoam 
anoiher, or indeed any part of the folar 
fyftem. AtkI for the fame leafon that the 
whole folar fy iiem had one author, all the 
other lyftems, which luvc any relation 
to it (and the probability is that the whole 
univerfe is one connedcd fyftem) had the 
fame author. There can be no reafon, 
therefore, why any perfon& iliould ftop at 
fuppofuig that Chrifl made the folar fyftem 
only. For the fame reafon that his pro* 
vince includes this fyftem, it ought to in<- 
dude all the univerfe, which is giving him 
an ablulute Qmmfrejtncc^ as well as emnip^ 
fence i and I lhall then leave others to dif* 
tinguifti between this being, and that God 
whom they wouKl place above him. For 
my own part, I fee no room for any thing 
above him. Imagination itielf cannot make 
any difference between them. If, therefore, 
the Arian principle be purfucd to iu pro« 

per 
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per extent, we muft cuher fay that there 
are two infinite beings, or Gods, or elfe 
that Chriil is the one God. 

4* If any being become the objeA of our 
worihip in conlcquence of our dependence 
upon him, and uur rLLciving all our blcf- 
fings from him t and alio in conlequence 
of his being invaibly prelent with us, io 
that we may be fure both that he always 
hears us, and tliat he is able to aiTiil us ; 
Chrift, on the Arian hypothefib, coming 
under this defcription, muft be the proper 
objeA of all that we ever call worjhip^ and 
therefore muft be God. For he who made 
all things^ and who upholds all things iy tht 
tvorJ of bis power^ mufl ncccffarily be pre- 
fent every where, and know all things, a^ 
well as be able to do all things. If he only 
made and takes care of this earth, he muft 
be prefcut in all parts of the earth. There 
moft, therefore, be the greatcft natural pro^ 
frieiy in our praying to fuch a being, A 
being to whom thcie charadtcrb belong haf 
always been confidered as the objedl of the 
higheft worihip that, man can pay. The 
Pfalmift fays, Pf. xcv, G. O come, let us "wor^ 

jkip 
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f/ip, and bow down^ let us h^el before tbt 
Lord our Maker. If, therefore, Chrift be 
the Lord our maker, we are fally authorized 
to worihip and bow down before him« 

5. If the /ogos be Chrift, Arians cannot 
refufe to give him the appellation of God* 
For John fays, ch. i. i. and the word wow 
God. Thus, I believe all Arians interpret 
the pailagc. It is, therefore, not a little 

extraordinary,' that they ihould pretend that 

they do not acknowledge two Gods. They 
will fay that Chrift is God in an infcirtor 
fenfe, as Mofes is called a god witli refpeit 
to Pharoah* But according to the Arian 
hypotheiis, Chrift is God in a very diiterent 
lenfe from that in which Mofes could ever 
be fo. Jtie is a God not in name only, but in 
power. They do not even acknowledge a 
great God, and a little one ; but a very great 
God, and another greater than lie. On this 
account, the Arians were always coniidered 
as poiytheijls by the ancient trinitarians i 
while the unitarians were regarded as Jews, 
holding the unity of God in tgo ftri^t a 
fenfe. For thefe reaibns I own that, in 
my opinion, thoie . who, are ufually called 

Socinians 
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Socimans (who cooiuier Chrift as being 4 

m€f€ man) arc the only body of chriiliaaa 
who are properly entitled to the appellation 
of unitarians % and that the Ariaos are evea 
Icfi entitled to it thaa the AthanafianSi who 
alfo lay claim to it. The Athanafian fyf- 
tem, according to one explanation of it, is^ 
certainly tritbtifm^ but according to another 
it is mere mnfmfi. 

Some may pofTibly fay, It is not ne- 
ceiTary that Chrift ihould of hioifelf have 
wifdooi and power fufficient for the work 
of creation; bnt that* neverthelefs, God 
might work by hxm in that buiinefst as ho 
did in his miracles on earth ; Chriil fpeak- 
ing the wordy or ufing fome indiffierent 
action (Uich as anointing the eyes of the 
blind man) and God producing the effed." 

The two cafes, however, are eiTcntially 
different. That Chrift, or any other pro* 
phctt ihould be able to foretcl what God 
would do (wiiicli, ia f-c-, ii all that they 
pretended to) was necellary» as a proof of 
ihcir divine mUrrjn ; whenever there was 
a propriety in Gods having intercourib 
with mcn^ by means of a man like them- 

Vol. I. G fdvcs. 
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ielves* But what reafon can there even be 

imagined why God^ intendiug to make a 
world hy bis awn immediate fiawer, (hotild 
iirfl create an angcl^ or a manj merely to 
give the word of cuamiand, whenever he 
ihould bid him to do fo; when, by the 
iuppolitiont there was no other being cjkiiU 
ing to learn any thing from it ? 

Beiides, a being naturally incapahU of 
doing any thing cannot properly be faid to 
be an infirument by which it is done. I tife 
a fen as an inilrumcnt in W4*iting, becauie 
a pen is naturally fitted for the purpofef 
anU I could not write without one. But 
if, bciiJcs a pen, without which I cuuia 
not write, I fhoold uke a ftute^ and blow on 
it every time that I took my pen in hand in 
order to write, and ihould fay that i chofe 
to write with iuch an in^tumcnt^ I iliould 
lay myfelf open to ridicule. And yet fuch 
an inftrumcnt of Creation would this hypo* 
thejQs oiakc Chriil to have been. 

I muft take it for granted, therefore, that 
Chriil would never have been employed in 
the work of creation, if he bad not been 
originally endued with pswcr fuiiicicnt for 

the 
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the work. In that cafe, without the com* 

hiunication of any new powers, or any 
more immediate agency of God, he would 
be able to execute whatever was appointed 
hittu Thus, Abraham, having a natural 
power of walking could go wherever God 
ordered him ; and a prophet; having the 

power of fpeech^ could deliver to others 
whatever God iliould give him in charge 
to fay. Any other hypothefis sippears to 

me to be inadmillible. 

Such being the hypothecs that the Arians 
have to defend, they ought certainly to look 
well to the argumeiits they produce for it. 
The greater, and the more alarpiing, any 
do&rine is, the clearer ought to be the 
evidence by which it is to be fupported. 
I do not in this work undertake to con* 
fider particular paiTages of fcrxpture; but 
I have (hewn that the general tenor of it, 
as well as coniiderations from rea/bn, are 
highly unfavourable to the Arian hypo- 
thefis, and it will be feen, in the courfe of 
this work, that it has as little fupport from 

I 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the Argununt agalnjl the Pre-^exiftence of 
Chrijl from the Materiality of Man ; and 
of the Ufe of the DoSlrine of the Trinity. 

T Might have urged another kind of argu- 

ment againft both the divinity and prc- 
exillence of Chrift, viz. from the dodrinc 
of the materiality of man^ which J prefume 
has been fufBciently proved in my Difqui-* 
Jitions on Matter and Spirit. I have there 
ihewn that there is no more reafon yihy a 
man fhould be foppofed to have an imma- 
terial principle within him, than that a 
dog, a plant, or a magnet^ fhould have one ^ 
becauie in all thefe cafes, there is juft the 
fame difficulty in imagining any connexion 
between the vifMe matter^ of which they 
confift, and the invijible powers, of which 
they arc pofleffed. If univerfal concomitance 
j^e the foundation of all our reafoning con- 
cerning caufes and efFeds, the organized 
brain of a man mufl be deemed to be the 

proper 
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proper feaU ^nd immediate caufe of his iei^- 
fatlon and thinking, as much as the inward 
ftrudure of a magnet^ whatever that be^ is 
the caufe of its power of attrading irou. 

The moft inanimate parts of nature ane 
poffelTed of powers or properties^ between 
which and what we fee and feel of them, 
we are not able to perceive any connexion 
whatever. There is juft as much con- 
nexion between the principles of fenfatim 
and thought and the brain of a man, as be* 
tween the powers of a magnet and the iroa 
of which it is made, or between, the priiv 
ciple of gravitation aad the matter of w hich 
the earth and the fun are made ; and when^p ^ 
ever we ihall be able xo deduce the po^wers 
of a magnet from the other properties of 
iroQj we may perhaps be able to deduce the 
powers of fenfation and thought from the 
. other properties of the brain. . 

This is a very fhort and plain argument, 
perfedrly confonant to all our reafoning 
in philoibphy. It is conclul^ve againit 
the dod:riue of a foul, aad confequently 
againft the whole fyftem of pre^exiftence. 

If Peter, James, and John, ha4 V^^' 

G 2 exiftent 
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exiftent ftate, it mufl: be contrary tp al| 

analogy to fuppofe Jefus to have prc-exifted. 
His being a prophett and having a power 
of working miracles, can make no juft ex- 
ception in his favour % for then every prie* 
ceding pcophet muft have pre-exifted. 

I think I havc alfo proved in my Dlfqul/t* 
tions^ that thj? 4p<^^"n^ of a foul, as ^ fub- 
ftance diftin<3: fronj the body, and capable 
of bf^ing happy or miferablc when the body 
is in the grave, was borrowed from Pagan 
philofophy, that it is totally repugnant to 
the fyftem of revelation, and unknown ia the 
fcriptures j which fpeak of no reward for 
the righteous, or punilhment for the wickc4 
before the general refurredlion, and the com- 
ing of Chrift to judge the world. 

I might therefore have urged that, fince 
the dod:rinc of Chrift's pre-exiftencc is 
contrary to reafon, and was never taught by 
Chrifl or his apoftles, it could not have 
been the faith of their immediate difciples, 
in the firft ages of chriftianity. This argu- 
ment will have its weight with thofc vvrho 
' rejea the doftririe of a foul, and make them 
look with fufpicioa upoa any pretended 

proo^ 
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proof of the do&rine of Chrid's pre-exift- 
ence, and of its haying been the faith of 
the apollolical age, as well as their previous 
perfuafion that fuch is not the dodrine of 
(he fcriptures. And fince all the three 
pofitiQfjs are capable of independent proof, 
the urging of them is not arguing in a circle^ 
but the adducing of proper coUaterxal ^vir . 
dence. 

. I would conclude this IntroduHion, with 
advifing the advocates for the dailrine of 
the trinity, to coniider what there is in it 
that can recommen4. it as a part of a iyftem 
of religious truth. AU that can be (aid for 
it» is that the do(^rine, however improbable 
in itfelf, is ncccflary to explain fomc parti- 
cular texts of fcripture ; and that if it had 
not been for thofe particular texts, we fliould 
have found no want of it« For there is 
neither any fad; in nature, nor any one purr 
pole of morals (which are the objeft and 
^nd of all religion) that requires it. 

Is not one ielf-cxiileat alniighty, in- 
finitely wife, and perfectly good being, 
l^uUy equ4 to the production of all things. 
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and alio to the iupport and govcramcot ok 
the "worlds which he has made ? A fccoiid 
perfon in the godhoad cannot be reallf 

wanted fur ibis purpoie as far as we can 
conceive* 

Whatever may be meant by the redmptim 
cf the worldy is not the being who made it 
equal to that alfo \ If his creatures oflfend 
him« and by repentance and rcformatioa 
become the proper obje As of bis forgive* 
nefs, is it not more natural to fuppoie that 
he has, within bimfelf^ a power of forgiving 
them» and of reftoring them to his favour, 
without the flrange expedient of another 
perfon, folly equal to himfelf, condelcend* 
ing to animate a human body^ and dying for 
them ? Wc never think of any limih'ar 
C3rpedient in order to forgive^ with the 
greatcft propriety end effcft, offences com* 
snitted by our children againft ourfelves. 

Whatever be luppolcd to be the of 
a third per/on in the trinity, is not the in- 
iloence of the hrA perfon luihcient for that 
alio ? The del'ccnt of the Holy SpiiiL u^uu 

. the tpoftlcs was to enable ihem to work 

miracics. 
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miracles* Bai when our Saviour was <m 
cftftti, the Fatbir within him, and «6ting by 
him, did the Umc chiog* 

Why then, Hioold any perfon be (o dc- 
iiroiis of retaining fuch m dodrine as this 
of tlie trinity, which he mull ackaow- 
ledgCy has an uncouth appearance^ haa-aU 
ways cootuunded the belt rcalbn of man- 
kind, and drives os to the dodrine of in^ 
txfHcaUe myfieriesy to tiicjgreac oficnce of 
Jews, McihomcUiis, an4yjW>b©licvers in ge- 
neral, without fome urgent iKceffity ? Of 
two dithcuhies we are alwa||^aathoriicd to 
chufc the leaft ; and why (hould we ri/k 
the whole of chriftianityj for the fake of ib 
unncccfTory and undcnrabic a part. 

Let thofe then who are attached to the 
dodtriae of the trinity, try whether they 
cannot hit upon feme method or other of 
reconciling a few particular texts, not only 
with cpaiinon rcnfe, but alfo with the ge- 
neral and the obvious tenor of the fcriptures 
themielves. In this, they will, no doubt, 
i'iiid iwiiit Jiinculty *ii fiiil, from the efieA 
of early imprcifions, and aiTociation of ideas ^ 

but 
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but an attention to the true idiom of the 
fcripture langnagCt with fuch helps as thejr 
may cafily iind for the purpofc^ will iktisfy 
them that the do&rine of the trinity for*, 
nifhes no proper clue to the right under* 
{landing of thclc texts, bui uill uaiy fcrvc 
to mifleul them. 

In the mean time, tliis dodj^iae ui tlic 
trinity wears fo difagrceable an afped, that 
1 think every rcafonablc man mud iay with 
the excellent Archbifliop Tillotfon with 
refped to the Athanallan creed I wiih 
•* we were well rid of it/* This is not 
fttting up reaibn againft the fcriptures, hot 
reconciling reafon with the icripturest and 
the fcripturcs with themfclves. On any 
other fchemet they are' irrecoDcileably a| 
fgiiance. 
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THE HISTORY OF OPINIONS WHICH FRE- 

CEDKD THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVI- 
NITY OP CHRIST, AND WHICH PR£<? 
fAKED THE WAY FOR IT. 



pHAPTER h 
, Of tbofe whq ar€ called Apofiolical Fathers^ 

IT muft, I think, have been evident from 
the conliderations fuggefted in the pre« 
ceding Introdu^ion, that the doftrines of the 
divinity and pre-exiftence of Chrift, were 
not taught in the fcripiures. But as great 
ftrefs has been laid upon them in later ages. 
It is of fome moment to trace both when^ 
?md in npbat manner they were introduced. 

With 
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With rcfpcdt to the latter of thcfc circum- 
Asnces, I think I fliall be able to give my 
readers abundant latisfadion, but with re<* 
fpc6t to the prccifc ii.nc when, or the par- 
ticular perfons by whom, they were intro-* 
duced, there is lefs certainty to be had. 
This, however, is of no great confcqucncc, 
it being fufiicient to fliew that they came 
in fr( :.i foQiw foreign J'ju> aiid *iiur the 
age of the apoftles, which accounts ibr their 
not noticing the doctrines at all. 

The oldeft writer in whofe works thcfc 
dod;rines arc unqueftionably found is JiHlio 
IvUi tyr, who wrcic ubout A. D. 140, liut 

fome traces of them are to be feen in our 

prcfcnt copies of the writingii of tboic who 
are called apojlolical Fathers^ from their 
having lived in the time of the apoUlcs, and 
being thcrcfurc fuppofcd to rctiia their 
do&rines« efpecially as they were not men 
of a philolophical education. It would 
certainly be a coniiderable argument in fiu 
vour oi thole dodrines» if they had been 
€crulnly held by fiich men ; but this can 
by no means be proved. For it it to be 
lamented tlut» few as thcfs apoilolical Fa* 
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thers are» their works are not come down 

to us as they wrote them, or rather, ej^cept 
a fingle epiftle of Clemens Romanus, which 
contains no fuch doctrines as thofe of the 
divinity or pre-cxiftencc of Chriil, the 
works that are afcribed to them are almoft 
entirely fpurious, and the time of their . 
compolitioa is hot eafily afcertained* I ihali 
make a few obfervations on all of them 
that contain any trace of the dodtrines above 
mentioned. They are the fuppofed works 
of Barnabas, Hermas, and Ignatius. 

Though I am well fatisfied that* the only 
genuine epiille.of Clemens Romanus con- 
tains no fuch doftrinc as that of the divi- 
nity or pre-exiilence of Chrift, yet, becaafe 
it has been pretended that the latter, at 
leaft, is found there, I fliall produce the 
pailage which has been aliedged for this 
purpofe, and make a few remarks upon it. 
For Chrift is theirs who are humble, 
and not who exalt thcnirdves over his 
** flock. The fceptre of the majefty of 
Ood, our Lord Jefus Chrift, came not in 
the fhow of pride and arrogance, though 
he could have done fo, but with hu- 

*« mility. 
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mility, the Holy Spirit had befor<r 
** fpoken concerning him*." 

This paflage, however; \k eafily Ex- 
plained, by fuppoiing that Clemens alluded 
to Chrift's coming as a public teacher , when, 
' being in veiled with the power of working 
miracles, he never made any oftentatioiis 
difplay of it, or indeed ever exerted it for 
his own benefit in any refpeft. 

But it has bcca faid that the context de- 
termines the coming of Chrift, of which 
Clemens fpeaks to be from a pre-exift6nt 
ftate. ^* He came riot," fays Clenfieris, in 
the pomp of pride and arrogance,. aU. 
though he had it in his power, but in 
humility, as the Holy Spirit fpake conw 
cerning him. — To determine what thisr 
humility is, Clemens immediately goes 
on to cite the prophecies which deicribe 
the Mefliah's low condition. The hu- 
mility, therefore, of an ordinary condi- 

<f« v9tfjLvt9V cei;7tf* To ckh^I^'jp 7m f^iyah& ffvvrf ^tv, » 
70 VH^ytA 70 Ayw mtft «v7« tMiMm • 16. 

p. 154, 
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tion, is that in which it is faid the Mef- 
fiah came. The pomp, therefore, of a 
high condition, is the pomp in which 
it is faid he came not, although he had 
** it in his power to come. The cxpreffions, 
therefore, clearly imply that our Lord, 
'ero he came, had the power to chooic 
in what condition he would be born.'' 
But, if we confider the prophecies which 
Clemens quotes, we (hall find them to be 
not luch as defcribe the circumdances of 
the birth of Chrlft, but only thofe of his 
public lift and dmth ; the principal of them 
being. If. liii. which he quotes almoil at 
full length. This is certainly favourable 
to the fuppofuion, that when Chriil was 
in public life» he made no oftentatious 
difplay of the extraordinary powers with 
which lie was iavelled, and before he en- 
tered upon it» preferred a low condition to 
that of a great prjace. 

The more ancient reading of Jerom is 
evidently favourable to this interpretation of 
the paflage. He read having 
all poiver^ which naturally alludes to the 
great power of which b'^ became policilcd 

after 
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after the dcfcent of the Spirit of God upon 
him at his baptifm. 

As to the phrafe earnings it if ufed to ex« 
prcfs the miffhn of any prophet^ and it is ap- 
plied to John the Baptiii: as well as ta 
Chrift, of which the following paflages arc 
examples. Matt. xi. i8, 19, John came 
neither eating nor drinking^ &c. The Son of 
man came eating and drinking^ &c« L e. not 
locally from heaven, but as other prophets 
came from God. Chrift fays of John^ 
Matt. xxi. 32. Jghn came unto you in the 
naay of right eoufhefs, John the cvangelift, 

. alfo fays of him, John i. 7. The fame came 

fir a Kvitnefs, Scc^ >■ 

Admitting that fome one circumilancer 
in the prophecies which Clemens quotes, 
rigorbuily interpreted, ihould allude to tht 
birth of Chriil (though I fee no rcafon ta 
think fo) we are not authorized to conclude 
that Clemens attended to^ that in particu- 
lar, but to the general fcope of the whole» 
which is evidently defcriptive of his public 
life onlv. 

In the fecond feftion of this epiftle we 
find the phrafe the fufferings of God } but 
1 this 
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this is language fo exceedhigly (hocking^ 
and unicriptural, that it is hardly poihble 
to. think that it could be ufed by any writer 
fo near to the ^me of the apoiUcs % and 
Junius, who was far from having my ob- 
jeCUoik 10 it, was oi opinion that the whole 
pafEige vvMs much corrupted, and that, in* 
ficad of aaS^M^ fldk i. c di% we ought to read 

Whatever may be thought of this epiftle 
by any of the modems, it appears that» 
alter the council oi Nice, it vva^ not 
thought to be iavourable to the orthodoxy 
of thofe times. Photius, inhi^ account of 
it. fays that, i9 is liable to cenfure for three 
things, the laft of which is, that fpeak- 

ini^ of our high-pricft and mailer Jelus 
*^ Chrift, he did not make ule of ezpre£* 

fions iuthcieatly ioity, and becoming a 

Ood, though he no where openljr blail* 

phemes him**" 

Of the writings of the other apuilollcal 
Fathers, the epiftle of Barnabas would cer« 

- 306. 

Vou I, tainiy 
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taioly be entitled ^o the greateft confidera-^ 
tioOt if it was genuine ^ but it is almoil 
certainly fpurious, and nnqtfeftionably in- ' 
tcrpolated, beiides^ that th^ time in which 
it was written cannot be afcei tained. Pro- 
bably, howerer^ it is not very ancient. My 
obfervations on this lubjedl will be chieily 
copied from the learned' Jeremiah Jones^ 
who, being a believer in the do&rifie of the 
trinity, cannot be excepted againft as an 
unfair judge in this cafe. 

That the writer of this epiftle was not 
BarnabaSt the companion of Paul, who was 
a Jew, but fome Gentile, appears, he fays, 
from the conftant oppofitioh between the 
Jews and the Gentiles in the courfe of the 
work, and from the writer always rankin^Tp 
himfelf with the latter 1^. It is alfo evident ' 
from there being no Hebrailms in the ftyle 
of the ^work, and from its being written 
after the deftrudion of Jerulalem. For he 
^aks of the temple as being thea de- 
flroyed-f*^ and it is highly improbable that 
Barnabas ihould have furvived that event. 



* Jones on the QmoB, vd. L p. 536. 

i Sea. i& 

3 ^ That 
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That this epiftle was not, in early times, 
confidcred as the genuine produdion of 
Eirnabas, the companion of Paul, appear^ 
from its not being found in any of the 
catalogues of the canonical books of the 
New Teftament*. It is» likewife, almoft 
certain that thii» epiitlc could not be written 
by Barnabas, or indeed any rcfpedlablc wri- 
ter, front (he extreme weaiLnefs and ab» 
furdity of many parts of it, cfpccially from 
his finding in the two firft letters of the 
name of "Jtjus^ and the ^gure of the crofs^ 
the number 318, which he fays, was the 
number that Abraham circomcifed (but 
which was the number of thofe that Abra- 
ham armed, in order to porfue the kings who 
had plundered Sodom) T, which makes the 
figure of the crofs being 300, in the Greek 
method of notation, and I H 18. This 
curioiity he ipeaks of as havuig been im^t 
parted to him by divine infpiration, and as 
certain a truth as any that he had ditrulged \. 

• Jones an ihc Canoo« roL I. p. 534. t 
f ^mm mrm fm bn» 0 tmt im ifoiMM, mm 
mtfm. Cdm, trip tft/pAf^^tmrmdliptx% ctJk^tftmt fvi^. 

H % The 
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The aotbor of this epiftle carries his 

allegorizing of the writings of Moles io far 
as to aflert that it was not his intention to 
forbid the ufe of any meats as unclean^ but 
only to fignify, by his prohibiting the flefli 
of certain animals, to avoid the difpoiitions 
for which they are remarkable, Mr. Jones 
proceeds to mention ttn inftances of mif« 
taices and falihoods in this epiftle of fiarna-* 
has, and fays that it would be eafy to in-r 
ftance as many more. 

The age of this epiiUe cannot be clearly 
afcertained. It is not mentioned by Ire- 
nsusy Juftin Martyr, Athenagoras^ Theo* 
philus» or Tertullian ; but it is quoted by 
Clemens Alexandrinus. It is not, there- 
fore, certain that this epiftle is older than 
Juftin Martyr, and therefore, it is* of little 
confequnce whether the writer held the 
dodiine of the pre-exiftence of Chrift, or 
not. 

At whatever time this epiftle wa$ writ- 
ten, it is evidently iritoppolated. Two 
paftages in the Greekt which aftert the 
pre-exiftence of Chrift, are omitted in the 
ancient Latin yerfion of it. And can it \m 

fuppofed 
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iuppoied that that verfion was publiihed ia 
an age in which fuch an omiflion was likely 
to be made ? Both the interpolations are 
Ajin fed. 6. where we now read thus i •* For 
the fcripture fays concerning us, as he 
fays, to the Son. Let us make man ac-> 
cording to our image, and our likencfs 
But the ancient Latin verfion * correfpond- 
ing to this paHage is iiipply this, As fays 
•' the fcripture. Let us make man, &c. -f*'* 
Again, in the fame fedion, after quot* 
ing from Mofes, Increafe and muUlply^ and 
repkmjb the earth, the Greek' copy has 
7befe things to the Son J ; but in the , old 
Latin verfion the claufc is wholly omitted i 
and, certainly, there is no want of it, or of 
the iiinilar clauie in the foraier paffage, 
with refped: to the general objeA of the 
writer. Thefe appear to me pretty evident 
maigks of interpolati(^. 

In another paiTage, God is reprefented as 
ipeaking to th^ Son on the Jay Ufire the 

, t S^t dkit fcriptuia, fiwiamus bonunem.* 
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fffokmg of ibi world * ^ but this is in tliat 
part ui ihe epiftle of which the origiaal is 
loftt and ic is hy no mens improbabk, that 
this vcriion may have been inicrpolatedt a& ^ 
well as the original, and for the finne • 
reafoas. 

The pallage that lo. ks the leaft like an 
interpolation* and which jet fpeaks of 
Chriil as pre-cxilUng, is one in which he 
is rcprefented as regulating the Jewi(h ri- 
tualj and having a view to himieif in the 
frame of it. Speakuig of the obligation of 
the pricfts to faft, he (ays, This the In^rd 

ordered becaufe he himieli was to offer 
^' for our fins the veflel of his 'f{»irit» and 

alio that the type by liaac, who was to 
•* have been offered, aught be fuluikJ -J-/* 
He alio gives it as a reafon, why the pikftt 
only ihould cat the inwards, not waihed 
with vinegar, that he knew that tbej 

would give hina vinegar mixed with gaU 

to drinka to Ibew tlut he was to iuulr 

• Die xntc conftitutionciti fcculi. Ml- 5. p\6l- 

tm ImM| n y f wxOiiln §m tv 8inw y w» t0w9«PSeft.9* . 

a for 
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^ for them A Utile altcratiua in the 

words of this fMiffiige wottld make it fpeak 

of (iod as ordcriog tiu^ with a view to 
Chrift. As it ftands, howerer, it certainly 
> coaveys the idea of the pco-cjcifteoce of 
Chrift, and of his having bcca the iiamer 
of the Jewifli conftitution. Bm what cer- 
tain inference can be arawn irom thit« 

• when it "ts coiifidered that the work was 
AOC writceo by the campanioa of Fault- and 
that it cannot be proved 10 be pldex than 
ihe writings of JuAin Martyr ? 

priic i^ppofcd. author of the next pieces* 

' which contaloi the dodrine of the pre« 

% cxiAenccof Christ isHanMAStiacntioocd 
in the coaclufion of PauT^ cpiilic 10 the 
Romans. His work^ entitlsd the Skefberd^ 
If quoted by Irenaeus^ though not by name* 
The fMteoce which he cites is -as follows ; 
j^hc icripturet.therefore^ well iays» in the 

; fiiil pkuc believe th.it there one God, 

who created and efiabliihed all things^ 
f.- 'H4 *• making 
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making them out of nothing V which 
is found in HermM «f*. Sot we haw only 
a Latin tranilation-of Hcrmast and« there- 
fore, cannot be quite fure that the words 
were the fiune. The fmft of them is cer- m 

I 

tainiy tound in what are properly g^licd ibe ^ 
fcripturesy and I do not know that IreoMS 
pver quotes any other book bv this title» 
except thofe which we now chara<!!lerlzc in 
that manner* Me qaotes no other author^ ^ 
X believe, without meniiuniog either hit 
mme, or fome title, or eircumllance, fiiffi« 
ciently deicriptive oi him. f || 

Though this book of Ilermas quoted * 
with refped by fome of the more wly Fa-> ^ 
thers, it is treated with tuntempt by the later 
ones, aa Le Clerc, who thought it genuine, 
obierm^* Tcrcuiiian iays of this work of 
Hennas, it is rejed^ as fpurious by all the 

* EaP^ m wmm n lyaf** n >rgcvca ' UfAt mmh m mm mm ^ 

9A>itii TO livoi ra voAx. Ljb. 4. chap. ■^7. p. ^^o. 

t Fnmum oxnniupi, crtjc (juoii unus di i^ts, ^ obi. 
na cfct^it, Ic confiimwavit, <t ex nilttlo ocmis kciu 
2» ^1* 1* p. 8j> ^ 

** COttfidlf * 
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councils of the churches * and it was 
declared to be apocryphal under Pope Ge- 
lafius, A. D. 494. It is, indeed, a work 
highly unworthy of the apoftolical age, the 
contents of it being weak and foolifli in the 
extreoie, to fay nothing, of its pretended 
^ vtjwnsy which looksias if the;writcr deligned 
. . to impofe them upon. the world for fome- 
thing elfq than his own inventions. Thofe 
who deny the authenticity of this work, 
.g^eraliy afcribe it to another Hcrmas, or 
Hermes, 'brother of Pope Pius, about the 
ye^ 14.6, which is after the time of Juflin 
Martyr. 

^ The pre-exiftence of Chrift is certainly 
referred to in this work. For the writer, 
fpeaking of an old rock and a new gate» 
'and being aiked the reafon of it, fays, ** it 
<f reprefents the Son of God, who is older 
^* than the creation, fo that he was prefent 
'iwith the Father whenr the world was 

; ^< madecj;*" lie ^fo fays, the nam^ of th& 

* Ab omtii condlii^ ecdefianun inter apocrj^ba et 

' • ' faUk judicatur. De Pudicitia, cap. 10. p. 563. 

' « Petra l|aec, et porta quid fufl; I Audi, inquit : Per 
«. fiyi iiiec^ & porta, fiUus Dei e&' C^nanipa6lo, in* 

^ ^ *■ / * quam, 

!• t ^ 
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Son of God is great and immen(e> and 
the whole world is fuftained by it */* . 
Eut this language might be figurative. 
Howev€$r» the uncertainty, to lay the leaft^ ' 
withrefpea to the age of this work, is lul- 
ficient to overthrow the authority of the 
evidence which it ipig^lu furnilh for the 
(early date of doftrini? of the pre^exiftence ^ 
of Chrift^ without having recourfe to inier-- 
polation, which few writings of fo early an 
age have efcaped. ' * 

The only writer befides thi^fe, that I have 
any occafion to mention, is Ignatius, bifi- - ' 
hop of Antioch, who, on his journey to 
Koaie, where he fuifered martyrdom under 
Trajan, wrote fe veral epiiUes ; and many bear- 
ing his name are now extant. But of thefe^ a 
great part are univerfally allowed to be fpu* 
tioLis, and the reft arefo much interpolated, 
that they cannot be quoted with fafety for 

m 

4uam, Domine, petra vctus eft, parta autem nova ! Audi, 
' inquit) iofipiens, & intellige. till us quidem Dei omni 
creatara andijUtor ita ut ifi ynfiNo PajCri fao adfuerit 
ad condendam creatunun. Lib. 5. {t6t\ 12. p. 115. 

♦ Numen Filii Dei, magnum (Sc immenfum eft, h to 
. tus ab eo fu^eiUatiu orbis* lob. 3. fe^t 14* p. 1 16; T 

« * any 

■ • 

■ » « 
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any purpofe. Dr. Lardnei» who thinks that 
the fmaller epillles are in the main genuine, 
fays*, " if there be only fomc few fentU 
meats and bxpreilioas which feem incon* 
fiftent with the true age of Ignatius, it is 
more reafonable to fuppofe them to be ad-* 
•* ditions, than to rejed: the epiftles them- 
felves entirely ; efpecially in this fcarcity 
of copies which we labour under. As the 
interpolations of the larger epiftles are 
plainly the work of fome Arian, fo evea 
the imalkr epiftles may have been tem- 
^ pered with by the Arians, or the ortho-. 
dox, or both, though I do not affirm that 
there are in them any confiderable cor- 
rnptions or alterations/' 
Salmafius, Blundel, and Daillc, arc de- 
cided that all the epiftles are fpurious ; and 
Le Sueur, after having given an account of 
the whole matter, fays, that the laft of 
them, viz. Mr« Daille, has clearly proved 
that the firft, or fmall coUedion of Igna- 
tius's epiftles was 'Ibrged about the begln- 
fiing of the fourth century, or two hun- 

♦ Credibility vol. ^ p. 154. 

• ^ dred 
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dred years after thct death of Ignatius ^ and 
that the fecond, or larger colledioi), was 
made at the beginning of the fixth century. 

Ignatius not being quoted by Eufebius, 
or the writer whofe work he cites, among 
ancient authoriiies for the dodlrine of the 
divinity of Chriil:, is aloneafufficient proof 
that no paliagc .favourable to it was to be 
found in the cpiftles of Ignatius in his time. 
Jortin fays^ Though the fliort epiftles 
are on' many accounts preferable to the. 
larger, yet I will not affirm that they 
have undergone no alteration at all*/* 
Beaufobre thinks that the pureft of Igna- 
tius'^ epiftles have been interpolated + • 

For my own part, I fcruple not to fay, 
that there nev^r were more evident marks 
of interpolation in any writings than are to 
be found in thefe genuine epijllesy as they are 
called, of Ignatius : though { am willing 
to allow, on re-confidering them, that, ex- ^; 
clufive of manifeft interpolation, there may 
be a ground work of antiquity in them, 

' * Remarks on EcclefiaAicai Hiftory, vol. i. p. 361* 
f Hiftoirede Manich^fine, vol. i. p. 

* . The 

■ 
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The famous paflage in Jofcphos concerning 
Cbrift ii not a more evident interpoUtion 
tiian inaiiy in thcic cpilllcs of Ignatius. 

A pallage in theic epiilles on which 
much llrefs has been laid» as referring to 
the prc-exiftcncc of Chrift» is the follow- 
ing ; There is one phyficiant fieibly and 

fpiritual, bcgottcii aiiJ unbcgottcp, in the 

fleih made God» in immortal life eternal, 
" both of Mary and of God, fir It fuflcring 

and then impaffible * Theodorct read 
the paHagCi rm9^ 4 oYiw^hf, begotten of 
" him that w*iS uabcgotten," Aiid, lajathcr 
refpeds this paflage is neither <4ear nor 
deciiivc. 

It will weigh much with many perfons 
in favour of the genuioeneis of the pieces, 
akribed to Lainabas^ Hcioias, and Igna- 
tius, that Dr. Lardner was inclined to ad- 
mit ir. But it xnud be obfcrved, and I 
would do it with all poffible refpeA for fo 
fair and candid a writer^ that the objed of 
his work might, unperccivpd by him^lf, 

to. mfJktwMn^ ftkmttdm. Ad. £pfa. ftCl. p. 13- 

bias 
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bias him a little in favour of ilicir gc* 
nuinenefs ; as their evidence was afefiil to 
Ills purpoic^ which was to prove that of the 
' books of the New Teftament, by the quo- 
tation of them in early wriicrs. Other 
men as kaiiiLj as Dr. LaiJiicr, aud cvca 
firm believers in the dodnnes of the pee* 
exiftence and the divinity uf Chriil, have 
not fcropled to pronounce all the works 
above-mentioned to be fpurious* Thcic 
circuiiiUaiiccs confickred, the reader muft 
form his own judgment of the value of 
any t^mooy produced from them. 

9 



CHAP. IL 

Of the Princi^ui of the Oriental Phllofoph^. 

T N order clearly to underftand the nature 

and origin of thofe corruptions of chrif-* 
tianity which now remain» it will be pro* 
per to confider thofe which took their file 

in a more early pcuud, aiid vvhi<»h bore 
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Ibme relation to them, though they al^ now 
extiiyStj -^nd therefore, on that account, are 
not, of thcmfelves, deferving of much no- 
tice. The doctrine of the deification of 
Chrijly which overfpread the whole chrif- 
tian. vit^rld, and which is ftill the prevail* 
^. ing opinion in all chriftian countilcs (but 
which is diametrically oppofite to -the ge- 
nuine principles of chriilianity, and the 
whol^ iyftem of revealed^ religion V was pre- 

* ceded by that fyftcrm -6f doflrines which 

* is generally called Gnojlicifm. For thefe 
principles were introduced in the very age 

'of the apoftks/ and conffituted the only 
herefy that we find to have given any alarm 

* to them^ or to the cl^riftian world in gene- 
ral, for two or three centuries/ 

That thefe principles of the Gnoftics 
were juiUy coniidered in a veQr .ferious 

light, we evidently perceive by the writ- 
ings of the apoftles. For that the doc- 
trines which the apoftles reprobated were 
the very fame with thofe which were after- ' 
wards afcribed to the Gnoilics, cannot but 
be evident to every perfon who ihall com^ 
pare them in the moft fuperficial manner* 

The 
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The wthority of the apoftles^ which;' ia ^ 

its force, was direftfy pointed ag^nft the 
principles of thefe Gnoftics, feem$ to'rha^ 
borne tbeai down for a ^oniideiable time, ' 
ft) that they made no great figure tift the 
reign of Adrian, in the beg^i]^g||Df^ the 
fecodd century. But at that time, fome ^ 
perfbns of great eminence, and very diftio- 
guifhed abilities, having adopted the fame, 
or very fimilai\principles, the fe<9»reviVed; , ' 
and in a rema^^dj^^ihort. fpace of time, 
became very prevalWt. ^* ^ 

The principles of Gnoiticiim muft' be 
looked for iii tliofe of the philofophy of * 
the ^imes, efpepially that which was moft 
prevaient in the Cail^ and as much of thi$ - 
philofophy as is fufHcient to explain the 
general principles of ihe GnoiUcs, is eafily 
deduced^ from the accounts that we have 
of that herefy. Alfo the Greek philofophy, * 
having been originally derived from that * 
of the orientals, and having always retained 
the fame fundamental dodrines, with no 
very confiderable variations, and thpfe ealily 
diftinguilhed, Js another guide to us in our 
invelUgation of this fubjea:* 

But 
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• But we have happily preierved to us oae 
work of. a Angular conftruftion, in which 
4he principles of 4his philofophy are repre-* 
Icnted fuch as they were before they were 
incoi-porated into chrlftianity^ by a writer 
toleraiily near to the time of the firfl 
promulgation of it, at leaft as near to it as 
any othe^ certain account of the principles 

* of the Gnoftics, except what may be col- 
le(^cd from the New ^ Teftament itfelf, 

- And what makes this ^ork an unique of its 
kinijy and therefore more deferving of our 
notice, is that it appears to have been written 
by a perfon who was unqueftionably an uni- 
tarian ^ whereas every other account that is 
now extant of the principles of the Gnoftics^ 
or of thoie from which they were derived, 

• is from perfons who were either trinita- 
rianst or had adopted thofe principles which 
afterwards led to the dodrinc of tiie trinity. 

The work I mean, is the Ckmentm Ho^ 
miliesy written probably about the time of 
Juftin Martyr ; and it is pretty remarkable, 
that the author of the Cl/mentines, as the 
work is generally called, dods not appear 
to have known any thing of JuiUn's doc- 

VoL«I. I trine 
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trine of the perfo^iijication of ibc logos, which 
Was borrowed from Platonifm 9 and yet. in 
the compaf;^ of his work there is an account 
every other fyftem that made any confix' 
dcrable iigure in thole times. The au« 
tlior himfclf appears to have been well ac- 
quainted with philofophy^ and has evidently 
borrowed from it a variety of opinions, 

. which are fuiHciently abfurd. It may, 
therefore, be prefumed, that this writer, 
who was a man of learning and ability, well 
acquainted with the different fyAems that, 
prevailed in his time, and with the argu- 
ments by which they were fupported, had 
never heard of any fuch dod;rine ^ and th^il 
no queftions relating to religion were much 
agitated in his time by chriitians, excepi 
againft the heathens on the one hand, and 

. the Gn$ftics oh the other. Of all theft 
a very full detail is given in this work^ 
in which fpe^kers are introduced on both 
fides, who exhibit in the bed lighjt th« 
principles of their refpedlive fyftems. 

It is pofTible that this writer might be 
miltaken in his account of the opiniona of 
per&n$ Who lived about a century before 

Ilia 
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his time^ and it is evident he has afcribed 

to Peter feveral opiaioas which he could 
not have entertained ; but he would na- 
turally (iince he muil have wiihed to gain 

credit to his theological romance, fur iuch 

his work properly i§) .endeavour to give to 
every perfonage introduced into it fuch • 
opinions and arguments as he thought ^ 
would pais for thejrs^ Since^ however, 
this is the only account that we have of 
the tenets of thofe oriental philofophers ib 
near to the time in which their dodriaes 
were moft in vogue, I ihall give a fepai'ate 
view of them as they are exhibited in this 
work ; and it will be feen, that the prin- 
ciples here afcribed to Simon Magus^ were 
in general the very fame with thofe which 
were afterwards entertained by the chriftian 
Ghoilics, though Simon is not here repre- 
ientad as a chrifUan^ but an open oppofer 
of chriftianity* 

Beaufobre fays that this work is a well' 
written romance, compofed by a chriftian 
phiiofopher who wiilied to publifli his theo- 
logy under the names of Peter and Clement*. 

* Hidoire de Manicbeifme, vol. i:p. 4^'< 

I % Cotckrius, 
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CoteleriuSy theeditor» fays, that <^ though 
it abounds with trides and errors, which 
had their fourcc in a half chriftian phi- 

*^ lolophy and herefy, cfpecially that of 

** the Ebionites, it may be read with ad- 
vantage, both on account of the elegance 

** of the ftile, and the various learning that 
it contains, ^ and likewife for the better 

*• underllanding the dodrine of the firft 

« heretics 

It was au opinion very prevalent among 
chriftians, that Simon Magus' was the 

father of all herefy," and it is probable^ 
that the opinions which he maintained, 
being adopted by chriftians, were the true 
fource of thofe herefies which went under 
the general name of Gnofticifm. Thus 
much may be learned from the work be- 
fore us, in which Peter is reprefented as 
iliying, There will be, as the Lord faid, 

. > * £t vero quse damus Qmmtim^*X\ctt ougis; licet erro- 
ribus fcatcnt, a femichriiliana philofophia, ct hserefi, prae- 
cipuc Ebionitica> profe(flis, non line fruAu tamen legentur, 
tttm propter eiegantiam fermonis, tum loultipiicis doc* 
txvom caula, turn denique ad melius cc^noicenda prihianim 
Haerefion dogmata. Preface. 

falfc 
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" falfe apoftles, faifc prophets, herefie$, pre* 
teniions to power, which, as I cpnjec- 
. V tare, have their origin from Simon, who 

^* blafphemes God, and who will concur 
with him in fpeaking thefe things againft 
God*," 

This Simon is reprefented as having Aip. 
planted one Dofitheus, who preceded hini 
as a teacher of the fame doftrincs-f*. The 
fucce£br of Simon was M^nander^ whofe 
difciple was Saturninus of Antioch, ^nd hb • 
w^s followed by Bafilides of Alexandria;}:* 
Thefe were the firft chriftian Gnollics. 

The age of Simon Magus is fixed by the 
hiftory of the book of Adis, in which 
.mention is made of his interview with 
Peter. The fevere reproof given him by 
Peter, might be fuppofed to have filenced 
him s but he is reprefented as being inde« 

^ urt» cwfTirrwff. Horn, i6. fefi. 21. p. 729. 

-f- Horn, fed. 24. p. 627. 
< I Ettfeb, Hift. lib. 4: cap. 7* p, 147. 

1 3. fatigabic 
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fatigable in teaching his opinions after* 
wards. Theodorct fpeaks o! him io^snig 
his heretical thorns when Paul was writing 
his fccond cpiltlc to Timothy 

The great principles of the oriental phi- 
lofoph^, as far as they afFeded chriftiamtj 
were thefe, viz. That matter is the iourcc 
of all evil, that the fupreme being was not 
the maker of the worlds that men had fouls 
fcparate from their bodies, and that ihcfc 
fouls had pre-exifted. And it moft be 
owned that the rcafoning by which the 
authors of this phUofophy had been led 
to adopt thefe principles were very fpe« 
cious. It was a fur.danicatal maxim with 
the oriental philofophers, as it a fo was witli 
plato^ who borrowed irom thcm^ that the 
fupreme being is pcrfedlh ^ > and there* 
fore that he could not be the author of any 
thiiig cvx* . Ill thiu u ( rk bunua is rcprc- 
fcnted as iaying» if God be the author 
only of what is good» we muu conclude 
cither that evil haa fome other origin, or 

* £^ ^^Uk mm mam ntm mifm tmf mf^mm mSmmfm 

I that 

■ 
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that it is uQori^iaated*." It \% on this ^ 
fubjecl that he is reprefented as ipe^Lkiijg 
with the greateft confidence, faying to Pe- 
ter, Since you acknowledge, from the 

fcriptures, that there is an evil being, tell 
» me how he was made, if he was made, 

and by whom, and for what purpofe 

But as it is evident that there is mucl^ 
€vil in the world, and the principles of k 
feem to be interwoven into the very conili- 
tution of nature, thefe pliilofopliers con- 
cluded that the viiible univerfe muft have 
had foii^e other author, who Oiuft either 
have been derived from the Supreme Being, 
or have been et^nal and underived^ The 
latter, however, was fo bold an hypothefis, 
that it does not feem to have been adopted 
very early. At leaft, the more general opi- 
;nion was, that matter only had been eter^ 
jial, and that its nature was fuch, as that no«- 
thing perfectly good could be made out of 

n ok TO mmpw ^kpa ri s$remm cfxfii ^ ^ iwniZw tnv* Hgiii* 
19* fe6fc. 12. p. 747 i • 

^Nrys TO vm^ moviv, mtf mm, ^ m Tiyo() ^la t(. Ibid, 
fca. 3. p. 7 44. 

1 4 it 5 
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it % fo that, however it might be modified 

by the Supreme Being, every fyftem into 
•which it entered muft neceflarily contain 
within itfelf the feeds of evil. 

In the fame fyftem it was generally (up- 
pofed that all intelligence had only one 
fource, viz. the divine mind ^ and to help 
out the dod;rine concerning the origin of 
evil, it was imagined, that though. the Di- 
vine Being himfelf was eiTentially and per- 
fed:ly good, thoie intelligences, or fpirits^ 
which were derived fioai liim, and efpe- 
cially thofe which were derived from them, 
were capable of depravation. It was far- 
ther imagined, that the derivation of thefc 
inferior intelligent beings from the fi^preme 
was by a kind of effiux^ or emanation, a part 
of the fubftance being detached from the 
reft^ but capable of being abforbed into it 
again. To thefe intelligences, derived me- 
diately or immediately from the divine 
mind, the authors of this fyilem did not fcru* 
pie to give the. name of gods, thinking fome 
of them capable even of creative power, that 
is, a power of modifying matter : for crea-- 

tion out oj nothing w^s an idea that they never 

enter- 
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eDteitaincd. in ihis work Simon Magus 

iuppolcs two of thcfe inferior gods to have 
been lent out by the Supreme God» and that 
oue of them made the viiible worlds and 
the other gave the law to the Jews 

As thefe divine intelligences were capable 
of animating the buiiies of men, ii wai fup- 
pofed that this was occaiionaUy done by 
thcm^ as well as tiiat all foals had come 
into this world from a pre^exiftent ftate» 
and generally for the puniihment of of-* 
fences committed in that flate. Simon 
litmielf claimed to be one of thofe fupe* 
rior powers, as it is likcwife laid, that he 
maintained his wife Helena to be another 
of them. We read. Ads viii. 9. that he 
faid, that he himfelf was feme great one/' 
and the people (aid of him, ver. 10, He is 
tbti ^rtat J>ower of God» In this work like- 
wife, he claims to be a great power^ 
even fupcrior to the Being tiiat made the 

* aa^ 9imiai/»iQ% U^m^ irar ore tov y^a^pm^ 

mn wjVi ckSmv, m ntiumm im tkU torn hat mmhOm. o( Wfmm 

ip( n aaryyi3bi( Wis Sco ^i^t * 3m f SfOK ' asp t-y c /wr tt^ 
vir# Mi>ier Arm9 9 k f>yo(, 9 m woftmiitf. Horn* 3. fe^ a« 

world i 
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world i and he intimates, that he was m 

Chriji^ or a perfon ano'mtedy ox fet apart for 
fome great office, calling himfelf mf^ as if 
he ihould always continue, having no cauie 
of corruption in himfelf*. Jn another 
place he calls himfelf the Son of GoJ'f, 
meanitig, probably, that he was fome prin* 
xipal, or immediate emanation from the 
Supreme Being* 

When, upon this ground, Simon would, 
for argument's fake, infinuate that Jefas 
Chrift, being called t6e Son of God, and faid 
to proceed from Aim, muft therefore claim to 
be a god, i^eter replied that, upon this 

principle, all fouls, which are the breath 
*rof God, muft be gods 5 and," fays he, 
f* if they muft be called gods, what great 
V matter is it for Chrift to be a god in 
^' that ienfe, as he has no advantage over 

* Km ^pBKD^a^ h\£iv vofu^ta-^M axuiak ti^ torn owsifMSy s^joulu 
Tov xo^fov Kiuravlos^&t* mole h soatht amrff^t£ftOfy ^tSk^ 

}^ adcaav ^Sopc^, ro trafxa ws^w, iot f%wy. ^t) ttle Seov tov kIio-ooIc^ 
Tcv Mfffm^ amialav lam >^£i* Horn. ^ fedi. 22. p. 626* 

i- X»h J^ra aaip&9 }>ty9fU9a fm<ruiimy mi sauhr mrm 9s^* 
Horn. i8« 7. p. 739. 

« others," 
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« others*.'* This, I would obfcrve, is a 
very different kind of anlwer from what 
would have been given by a trinitarian, or 
-one who had adopted the do61;rine of the 
perfonification of the logos. 

No other peculiar principles of Simon's 
appear in this piece, except that he denied 
the refurreftion -f-, which was alfo done by 
all the chriftian Gnoftics afterwards. They 
had too bad an opinion of matter^ and con- 
fequently of the iodvf which was compofed 
of it, to think the refarreftion a defirablq 
thing. 

It may not be poflible to imagine every 
thing that might have been urged by the 
patrons of this oriental philofophy in its 
favour ; but we may eaiily perceive in this 
work, that the principal fources of their 
miftakes were fuch as have been rcpre- 
fented above, efpecially their fixed perlua-» 
fion concerning the pure benevolence of the 
buprcme .Being 1 conlidering what their 

Horn. 16. fe£i. 16. p. 728* 
•f OvvEHfUi vjTfiyffl^M vijfmh Horn. a> 22. p. 626. 

idea 
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idea of this pure benevolence was. For it 
was fuch as was incompatible with jujlice^ 
fo that the ve;-y admiffion that God was jujl, 
was with them a proof that he was not that 
good being whom they placed at the head of 
the univerfe. 
In this work Simon fays, Itiis thepro- 
perty of men to be funic good, and others 
" bad, but it belongs to God to be unmixed 
•* good Again, he fays, You muft 
fay that the Creator cither was a law- 
giver, or not. If he was g law-giver, he 
was juft ; but if juil, he was not good ; 
f * and if fo, Chrift preached another god, 
when he faid, There is none good but one^ 
" that is Godf." 

' Though Simon avowed himfelf an ^nemy 
to chriftianity, henevertbckfs undertook to 
prove the truth of his fyftemr with refpe£t 
to the maker of tl^e world from the fcri|)- 

^^ru earvfKpih cere^um> Horn. 1 9. fe£t. 11. p. 746. 

a hat env, Elspov EKfjfva^ 0 hmf ro Hym "Mnfis xsyBoya^w^ 0 
yof ayc^oi as ifw^ 0 'sdinf 0 iv Tots ^sfmm^ Horn, fe^. 

tures. 
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tures, as an argument ad bominem to Peter 
and the Jews ; alledging, as a proof that 
there \vas another god befides the Su- 
preme, the imperfections of Adam, who 
was made after the image of this god ; 
his being puniihed by being caft out of 
paradife.; God's faying, Let us defcend to fee 
what is doing in Sodom ; Let us cajl oui 
Adam^ leji be fiould eat of the tree of Ife^ and 
live for ever ; his faying that be repented of 
bis making man, that he fmelled a fweet 
voiir, and that he tempted Abraham *• 

ymTtf aya^ taeotit tot txfm vofa^t^cuj vapeMne syftcMS" 

df tmut mtpf n khtfjt r tuSaO^fis* aviov, ^nTcn^ tjSaitat tuv xofa 

aula a4'i{iisu th |„Ai; t,;, ^x^i, i<j (payn^ ^rtC&lM ei$ tcv cuct^v^^ to 
tarof' fMTJrug arfr.n * to i'Trayaeytaf, fdxfftuf faym {Wz^ou a; tov 
jBtumy 3^9dom» 3^ 79 ysrpe^m ok »i3iyi«dir o hos Oi wmamt 

ASfoau^ neuat^ urn Tt Ti^ vfn imfums armul^o Uonu ^; 
feet. 39. p. 64a. 
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All thefe circumftances he thought to be 
proofs either of Imperfection^ ignorance^ envy^ 
vice, or feverify, in the being who is ftiled 
God, and who is fuppoied to be the maker ^ 
and governor of the world ; who, therefore 
could not be the fupreme being, becaufe 
he is omnifcient, and alfo abfoiutcl/ perfect 
and good. 

As a proof that mention is made in the 
fcripLurcs of there being more gods than 
one,, and that the great God was not of«« 
fended at it, Simoa alledges God's faying^ 

Adam is become one of us/* The fer- 
pent's faying, Ye fhaii be as gods;" its 
being faid, '* Thou fhalt not curfe the 
«• gods, nor fpeak evil of the ruler of thy 

people^. "The gods who have nofrv 
••made the heavens and the earth fhall 

perilh," &c. Which he fays implied 
that there were other Gods who had 
made the heavens and the earth* " The 

Lord thy God, he is God of gods 
. Who is like unto thee, O Lord, among 

* Exod. xxiL 2Si f Deut. x. 17. 

the 
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the Gods. The Lord ftandeth in the 

congregation of the Gods 

He likcwifc pretended to bring proofs 
of his dodrine from the New Tefiament. 
Thus, in order to prove that there is an- 
other God befides him that is fupremely 
good, Simon ailedges Chrilt's faying A"^ 
man knonvetb the Fatber but the Son^ and 
bim to whom the Son Jbatt reveal bitn ; as 
if, before this time, the Father had been - 
unknown to alL He alfo aiferted, that 
ChriA reprefents one God as a juil and 
fevere being, and not a good one-j*. 

Asyay pm XfiCNejceana vin ntk rcydccy, tm ovlor 3ia taw 

^^wv eafiu #d^At(; Sea; EiffYSKSvm . — O ptsv m op; tnrm t<rz^E 

tmcsK^ tht yeifiiftf AStst/A «^ of nfua . ^ o fug voMa; ttww 0f i( 

Stof Tw dsMV . Km ^M'/Tt; o/wxo; ^ xti^e <y dsn; ' 'sra?r/SFc$ 

fed. 6. p. 725. 
f Ken Tw^ 'sr^so avht maaof cermfvg w 0 vahp • " i.- ^cCspoit 
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It cannot be worth while at this day to 
give a ferious anfwer . to fuch arguments as 
thefe ; but it may not be amifs to fhew in 
what niaaaer, and on what principles, they 
were anfwer ed in the age in which they 
were urged. With refped: to the general 
fyftern of thefe philofophers, viz. that the 
fupreme being, or the God of gods, can 
produce other beings who may be properly 
called gods by generation, the latter being as 
it were, the Jons of the former, Peter fays, 
*' It is the property of the Father to be 
unbegotten, and of the Son to be be- 
gotten; but that which is begotten can- 
not be compared with that which is un- 
** begotten, or felf begotten." Simon fays. 
Are they not the fame on account of g^- 
*^ neration?*' meaning probably^ their being 
produced from the very fubftance of the 
Father. • Peter anfwcred, *' He who is not 
in all refpeds the fame witli any other 

not fftojMx )(^ tt^ 'rw yttwaar wpo^ ^o^eiv . mif Uy» vfjuv, 

hjumavlott th ^vmffmnmvt an oyoSov. Horn. 17. fed. 45. 

p. 73^ 

" cannot 
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caniu)t be entitled to the Tame appella^ 
" tion*.*' He alfo fays, according to the 
philofophy of the age, that the fouls 
** of men are immortal, being from the 

breath of God, and therefore of the fame 

fubftancc with him, but that they arc 

not therefore gods-f 

This is by no means fuch an anfwer as 
one of the orthodox Fathers would have 
made. On the contrary, they always 
. pleaded the propriety of the logos being 
called Gad^ and for the fame reafon (hat 
Simon here alledges, viz. his being ge^ 
nerated from God, and therefore, of his be- 
ing God of God 9 as it is expreiied in the 
Niccnc creed. In this work Peter is reprc- 
Jented as being more fcrupulous how he 
applied the term God •* Wherefore/* 
fays he^ above all things confider that 

* Ta7w? T» mai^oi to /t«! ytytm^ai fnv, wh h 79 
XtfjMv s(pn' (I yttisan s tovIdv fnv; hoi 0 TUIpos tpn' o/tn 
u^uvaki, Horn. 16. fe^* 16. 9.728. 

fuv aulvK £riy« w ci^<v* Ibid« 

• Vol.. I. ' K «* aone 
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none reigns with him, nof is' any one cn- 
titled to the appellation of* God belidea 

'Equally unlike tbo reafotiing of the ca« 

tholics is Peter's reply to the arguments of 
Simon from the Old Teftament. In an- 
fvvcr to what he alledged from the phrafe. 
Let us make mafu viz. that '* invo or more 

were implied, and not one only/* Petelr 
fays, It is one who faid to his own 

wifdom» het us make man. For this 
** wifdom is his own Spirit, always re- 
** joicing with him, and it is united as a 

foul to God, and is extended from him 
** as a hand that maketh all things Ac* 
cording to the' reafoning of this unitarian^ 
God was only reprefented by Mofes as 
holding a foliloquy with himfelf, and not as 

. inaiam tn^camct^^ vS» My^« dto^ ;^ Hoiii«3. fe^. 37; 
p. 64^. 

Sf«.; sH%nlat^Mt cttlh^^ t^Mipymivrar* Uoin.i6. 

ic&4 12* p. 727; 

fpeaking 
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fpcaking to another intelHgcnt perfon , which 
the orthodox Fathers fuppofed. His com- 
paring the wifdom of God to a hand cx*- 
tended from him, was agreeable to the 
. ideas of all the philofophical unitarians of 
the early ages, as will be feen in its proper 
place. 

With refpcd to the term Ged^ Peter is 
repreiented as replying, that it is lometimes 
ufed in the fcriptures in an inferior fenfe, 
fo that angels, and even men, may be called 
Gods; but that this \vas far from amount- 
ing to the acknowledgment of fuch gods 
Simon contended for. Peter alledges, that 
angels are fometimes called gods, and in* 
ftances in him who fpake in the buih, and 
him who wreftled with Jacob, tte alfo 
obferves that Mofes is called a God to 
Pharoah, though he was no more than a 
mm. To us," he fays, there is one 
**«God> who made all things, and govern^s 

all things, whofe Son Chrift is*." And 
whereas Simon had iniinuated that, accord- 

• ' . * .* 

n KOI Q )^ros yioi , Horn. i6. 14* P* 727. 

• • K z ing 
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ing to the rule laid down by Mofes, to dif- 
tlnguifh the prophets of the true God from 
.thQfe who Ihould fpeak in the name of 
falfe gods, even though they fhould work 
miracles^ Chrift ought to have been rejedted 
.as a falfe prophet,, or another god, Peter 
fays, Our Lord never faid that there was 
any other God beiides him that made 
•* all things, nor did he ever call himfelf 
**' God I but he pronounced him bleifed 
who called hiui the Soti of God^^J* 
Had not this curious piece of antiquity 
been imperfed:, and even been broken olF in 
the very midft of the principal difputation 
between Peter and Simon, we might have 
known more concerning the ftate of the 
reafoning between the unitarian chriAi^s^ 
and the oriental philofophers*f. In what 

* O Mffo; ^ den; niim ^dfyiob, «afa *m MhravTa rx 
mcB^ itlf flvlnr di9^ um 'omofom * uwy hh&t, *n ra va»la 3^ 

fed. 15. p. 728. 
t It is probable, however, that we do not lofe much hj 
' this mutilation, as the Reagniiions areentirevand this work 

Dr. I.ardner fuppofcs to have been only another, and a 
later edition of the Homilies. He thinks fo becaufe it i$ 

more fmiihed and artificial. Both the works, he thinks, 

were 
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manner^ and on what principles^ the ortho*- 

dox chriftians reafoned upon thefe fubjects, 
jhre have abundant information. 

As this work is the only one that is uni« 
verfally allowed to be written by an uni-» 
tarian, in fo early a period I ihall con<* 
elude this article with citing from it a few 
more paifages expreifive of the unitarian 
principles. The whole church/' he 
£iys, may be compared to a large ihip» 
which carries a great number of men, 
^ who are defirous of going to inhabit a 
city of fome good ftate, through a violent 
tempeft. Let the proprietor of this (hip 
be God> and the governor" (or mailer) 
Chrift, the ftecrfman the biftiop, the 
iailors the preibyters, inQ.^" And Chrii^ 

were originally £bionite,^and therefore, that if there be any 

Arianifm in them, it has been interpolated, Crcdibilu) , 

vol. 2r p. 8i2. 

* Beaufobre fuppofes that the author of tbgTefiaments »f 
iftf twelve Patriarchs was an Ebionite, and this appears to 
have been written in a very early period: Others thinly 
H to have been the work of a Jew^ and that it has been 
altered by a chriilian. 

EouE^ yap oXov to tapxyfix tm^ iMxymix; iTit /[x-syjtAii, csivx <j(^Q-y- 
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is reprefcnted as joining with the reft in 

praying to God for a profperous voyage**. 

The demiargus of the Onoftics was not 
the fupreme being, but an inferior one, and 
according to the catholics, it was the logos, 
or Chrifl % but in this work the fupreme 
being himfelf is reprefented as the demi« 
^^rgus, or the immediate creator of all 
.things -f. 

The term gsneraiion was applied both by 
the Gaoftics and by the orthodox to tho 
Supreme Being i but this writer fays, To 
beget is the property of men, not of 

« Godt-" 

All the unitariains of antiquity refolutely 
held wh^t they called the nmarcby $f tb0 

voisMednxi^t ^ svtSalms to rm a.hx^w Mid®-, m 0tf6» p 

^fMspyviG-ai^ i7[M<n t«? Hpavvg* Horn. 3. fe6t. 33. p. 641. 

Supreme 
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Supreme God^ the father of alU This was 
urged againft the trinitarians who made a 
fecond God lof Cbrift^ and it is urged by 
Peter againft Simon^ faying, *• He ought ta 
V rejetted, who even Uftens to any thing 
againft the monarchy of God*/* 
Coteleiius fays^ that there are interpola^. 
tions of Arians in this work. But if therq 
be any fuch, they have efcaped my notice. 
There is, however, a pretty evident intet:- 
polation . of fome trinitarian in it, viz. ii^ 
the doxology. Thine is the eternal 
praife, and glory [to the Father^ to the 
•/ Son, and to the Holy Spirit] for ever, 
" Anien That the words inclofed in 
brackets are an interpolation^ is evident^ 
not only from their holding a language en- 
tirely different from that of the whole 
work, but from the aukwardncfs and inco- 
h^rence with which they are introdttcei!. 
^fter a p^gnoun in the lingular nupibier^ 
viz. tbine. The interpolater would h^vif 

IV 7^ ^vfimttth^ muast- oimu Horn. 3% feft* 72* p« 650, 

, - K4 -concealed 
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concealed his defign better, if be bad writ*^ 

ten together 'u.itb tke Son and Spirit. It 
will be feen in its proper place, that this 
form of doxoiogy, in which glory is given 
to the Holy Spirit, was complained of as ati 
innovation in the time of fiafil, and that it 
was altogether unjuiown before the council 
of Nice. 

The philofophical opinions that appear 
to have been held by the author of the 
Clementines and Recognitions are abfurd 
enough, but they were thufe of the age in 
which they were written, and, therefore, 
require no particular apology. He confix' 
dered God as being in the form of man 
But this is an opinion that is generally af- 
cribed to the Jews, as we may fee in the 
works of Agobard <f* It is alfo 'well 

* Km 0 SffMir cfn • ndiXw u^m lUi^t et oSk^s 'mrtmi ih n 

aXy^oiijO Xiimv^alcaf s^^iv TsmTcn^o^r^i Horn. 1 6* fe^. 
p. 728. . 

f Deum eiTe corporeuin, audire, & videre corpus bo^ 
jninb ad imaginem Dei fa^um. Synoplis« 

X Dicunt deniquc Deum fuum clic coiporeum, & cor- 
poreis liniamentis per membra diftindlum, & alia quldem 
parte ilium audire nos, alia videre, alia vero loqui, vd 
aliud quid ag«re | ac per hoc humanum corpus ad ima- 
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known to have been the opinion of MeUto» 

the chrillian bifhop of Sardis^ and from him 
TertuUian is .thought to have derived the 
fame notion. Indeed, this Anthropomor'* 
phitifm, Beaufobre fhews to have been com- 
mon in the chriftian church *. The thing 
that is moft objcdkionable in the condud: of 
this work is, that the writer, thougiit artir 
fee might be fafcly employed to promote a 
good caufe, and he exemplifies this princi- 
ple in a curioiis manner. But this dan- 
gerous maxim was generally admitted by 
the philofophers of that age. All the ofc 
that I would now make of this work is to 
exhibit the principles of the oriental phi- 
lofophy, as held by one who did not profefs 
cbriftianity, that they may be compared 
with thqfe of the chriftian Gnoilics, which( 
I (hall now p];ocee4 to explain, 

* 

.ginem Dei fadum, excepto quod ille digltos manuum ha- 
beat inflexibiles ac rigentes, utpote qui nihil manibus ope« 
retur. Sedere autem more tcrreni allicujus regis in fulio, 
quod a quatuor circumferatur beitiis, magno quamvi^ 
palatio cpntincri. Dt Judakis SuperftitUmbus^ p. 7 5* 
* Hiftoirc dc Manlchcifme, vol. i. p. 501. 

No 
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No iBconiiderablc argument for the ao* 
tiquity of the Clementines may be drawn 
from the writer of them fuppofing thtt 
Chrili preached only one year, which I have 
Ihewn to have been the opinion of the aa« 
cients in general^ and which^ from the cir« 
-cumftanccs of the gofpcl hiftory, rauft be 
the truth 1 as I think I have proved in the 

Diffcrtauouo piciixcd to my llurmony of tbc 
Cojpeh^ and in my Litters io the bijhop of 
Watcrford. *• If Chriil;' lays Peter, ia 
his difputation with Simon. " appeared 
and converled only in ViUon^ why did 
he, as a tcachci, cunverfe a whole yc:r 
with his difciplest who were awake 

•SpMfvf MMM^* Horn. 17. feft. 19. p. 736. ' 
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CHAP. HI. 

» 

OJ the Fwiciples of the Cbxljilaii Gnojllcs. 

I^OTWITHSTAMDING the extreme repug* 

nance between the principles of the 
oriental phiiofophy, and thofe of chrifti- 
anity, many perfoas who were addiaed to 
that philofophy, were likewife fo much im- 
preilcd with the evidence of the divine mif* 
fion of Chrift, that they could not refufe to 
believe it ; and yet, being ftrongly attached 
to their former principles, they endeavoured 
to retain both. Nor can it be doubted but 
that they were very finccre in their profef- . 
fion. Indeed, in that age there was no eX"> 
ternal temptation for any man to become a 
chriftian* Simon Magus was tempted with 
the fight of the miracles which Peter 
wrought, and efpccially his power of com* 
municating the Holy Spirit i but it would 
foon be evident, that this was a gift that 
could not be exercifed at plcafure, and 
therefore could not anfwer the purpole of 

$lpy pretended converts | and wealth a»4 

I power 
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power were not then on the fide of chrif- 
tianity, 

Befides, we are not to fuppoie that every 
perfon who profcfled chriftianity, embraced 
it in all its purity, or immediately refigned 
himfelf to the full and proper influence of 
it ; and leall of ail are we to fuppofe that 
every perfon who believed it to be true, was 
refolved toexpofe himfelf to all hazards in 
adhering to it. Mai)y perfons who had 
been addided to philofophy (in every fyftcm 
of which the doctrines concerning God^ 
and his intcrcourfe with the world, were pri- 
mary articles) would coniider chriftianity as 
a new and improved fpecies of philofophy, 
and (as they had been ufed to do with re« 
fpeft to other fyftems) they would adopt, or 
rejei^, what they thought proper of it, ao4 
in doing this would naturally retain wha( 
was moft confonant to the principles to 
which they had been long attached. Greater 
numbers ftill would content themfelvcs 
with ranking themfelves with chriilians 
while they were uamoleiled, but would 

abandon chriftianity in time of perfecutipn« 
not thinking it neceilary to maintain any 

trqtl^ 
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truth at the hazard of life, liberty^ or pro-* 

• percy. 

Chriftianity would, of courfe, find per- 

fons in every pofiible difpolition and ilute 
of mind, and would therefore be received 
with every poilible variety of tScQ. ; and in 
all cafts time would be requifite to the full 
underftanding both of its principles, and its 
requirements, and to leparate the proper 
profeifurs from tlie improper and unworthy. 
Of this we may be fatisfied by reading 
the apoilolical epiities, where we find ac- 
counts of perfons who clailed themfclves 
with chriilians, and yet both diibelieved 
feme of its moft fundamental dodrines, 
and likewife allowed themfelves in practices 
which it ftriftly prohil^ited. This con- 
tinued a long time after the age of the 
apoftles, as ecclefiaftical hiftory teftifies. 

With refped: to opinions held by any 
perfons who called, themfelves chriftians, 
and which were foreign to the genuine 
principles of chriftianity, it is evident to 
any perfon who attentively perufes the apof* 
tolical cpiillesy that they are all reducible 

to oae clafs.,. The writers fuuictiincs fpeak 

of, 
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of, or allude to, one of their errors or prac- 
tices, and fom^times to anothe/r of them i 
but we no where find that they were of two 

or more claffes. And we if colka: all that the 
apoftles have occafionalfy dropped concern- 
ing haefy^ we iliali find that all the articles 
of it make no more than one fyflem ; and that 
this was^ in all its features, the very fame 
thing with that which, in the age after the 
apoftles, was univerfally called Gnojiicifmi^ 
the leading principles of it being thofs 
which have been reprefented as belonging 
to , the oriental philofophy, and to have • 
been afcribed to Simon Magus in the C/f- 
mentinesy viz. that matter is the fouice of all 
evil, and therefore, that the commerce of 
the fexes is not to be encouraged, and the 
refurre£tion no defirable thing. 

Hiitory, however, ftiows that there were 
two diftinft kinds of the Gnoftics, who 
equally held the general principles above- 
tnentioned j and thefe were the Jews and 
the Gentiles. It is to the former only that 
the apoflle Paul ever alludes and accord- 
ingly we find, by the unanimous teftimony 
X)f all ecclefiaftical hiftory, the Jewifii 

Giioilics 

% 

I 
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Gnoftics (at the head of whom Cerinthu§ 
is placed) appear before any of the others. 
That this man himfelf was fo early aj 
Epiphanius reprefcnts him, viz., as op- 
poiing Peter *, may not perhaps be de^ 
pended upon j but the tradition of John 
meeting with him at Ephefus-f- is not im- 
probable, efpccially as his fedl is fpoken of 
as being moil prevalent in Afia 'Minor 
The Nicolaitans, concerning whom we are 
much in the dark, we may be almoft cer*. 
tain were Gnoftics, from what is mentioned 
of them |n the book of Reve}ation^ ahd 
from other Gnoftics being faid to be de- 
rived froni them ||.« 

>■ Xheie authorities are much ftrengthened 
by an attention to th^ aftual ftate of things 

* H«r*28. vol.t. p. iiK 

t Eufeb. Hift. lib. 3. c*ip. 28. p. 123, andlib.4. cap, 
14. p. 161. 

vol. I. p. 1x4^ 

Wfym mn^^ ^ Tiwrwof, &c. Ibid. Hid. 25. vol. u 

among 
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among chrlftians in the age of the apoftlcs. 
For we there find no certain trace of that 
doLiriiiC which mofi: of all diilinguiflicd the 
Gnoliics in the following age, viz, that 
the luprcmc God, the Father of Jefui 
Chrift, was not the being who made the 
world, or gave the law to the Jew$. The 
Gnuflic teachers who oppofcd the apoAlcs 
were Jews, who together with a moft rigid 
adherence to the law (and confcqucnily 
firmly believing it was the true God who 
made the world, who gave the law by 
Mofes, aiui lallly fpake to men by Jclu» 
Chrtft) held every other principle that is 
afcribcd to the GoolUcs, as will be clearlj 
feen when I come to the detail of thcni« 
They were therefore, in all refpeds, the 
fame that the Cerinthiaas are dcl'cnbcd to 
have been* From the mean opinion which 
they entertained of matt§r^ and their con* 
tempt of the hds^ ihey would not ^llow 
that the man Jefus was the Chrtfti but 
they cither fuppofcd that he was man only 
in appearance, having nothing more than 
the Icmblaoce of a body, fo as to deceive 

thwic 
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thofc who convcrfcd with him ; or if he 
had a real body^ it was fome cckiUal in- 
tclligcnccy fome principal cmaiuuon from 
the fupreme being, that was properly ibe 
Cbnjl. This Chrift they faid entered into 
him at his bapttfm, and quitted him at his 
death. 

That the authors of hcrcfy in the time 
of the apoftles were chiedy Jews, is evi- 
dent from a variety of circuinlUaces, and 
OMiy be inferred particularly from Tit i. 9. 
&c« Holding fajl tbe faiib^'id word^ as be bos 
been taught^ t^ai le ttiay be able by found doc-^ 
trmi boib to exbort and commce ibe gainfayers. 
For there are many unruly and vain talkers 
and deceivers, efpecuilfy tbey of the eireumci^ 
Jm^ npbofe mouths muji be fiaffed^ wbo fubvert 
%vbole houfes teaching things which they ought 
not^ for filthy lucres Jake. Wberefore rebuke 
tbent Jharply^ that they may be Jbund in the 
fmtb^ mt giving beed to Jemijb fables^ and 
commandtnents of men that turn Jrom tbe 
truth. The pcrlbns who oppokd Paul at 
Corinth were alfo evidently Jews, and fo 
was Alexander at Ephefus. 

Vol. h L My 
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My objed, as I have obiefved alcttadjr, 
does not require that I fliould enter very 
nUnateiy into the hiftoiy of the Gnoftics» 
I {liall therefore oiily give an ouilme of 
their fyftem % bat thia will contain a view 
of all their dillinguiihing tenets, ihewing 
the dependence they had on each other, and 
cipeciidly their influence with fefpe^l to 
chridiunuy, as it was held by tboie who 
were net Gnoftics, and as it concinnea ta 
be held by many to this day. 1 o each ar« 
tkltv I (hall likewife fubjoin a view of 
each tenet as it may be inferred from ibe 
Kctw Teilumcnty thai no doubt ma^ be en* 
teiVamcd of tfaelc being the very beicaica 
alluded to there, md of courfe oi their beuig 
them/jf 9mreticf in that age ; which is an 
vrtkk of great importance in my gencnil 
argument* 

It fwma probabto» that GnoAks&D wm 

m a great mealare reprefled by the writii^ 
of the s^oftlcs, as wc do not And that the 
^noftsca OMMfe any great figore lirom that 

time till the reign of Adrian, when iicvaral 

diftingotihed teacfam of that Mrioe mia 

their 
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their appearance ; as Cerdon, who is faid 
by Euftbius, to have been of the fchool of 
Simon*, and to have appeared in the time 
of Hyginus, the feventh bifliap of Rome 
from the time of the apoftles, Marcion of 
PontuSy who fucceeded him^ and who was 
living in the time of Juftin Marty r-f j but 
efpecially Bafilides of Alexandria, and Va<- 
lentinus, the moil celebrated of them all, * 
. and whofe. followers were the moft nu- 
merous in the time of TertuUianJ, and 
continued to be fo till the time of Manes, 
who was after the council of Nice* From 

* inro TMf #^ Tw £i/«fMi ^ 

Kn3)ipt>i^iX4 p; T>i Vu:ixY\ twi Tytti tvcxiov hMpov tjij ETriaKozimi ^ta^bp^ri; 

No^iov, cffnifu6fioKrium /SW^?^« Hlft. ]ib, 4. cap. ix« 
p. 155. 

' 4 MfljpitiftiMK h Twok, IMflBov, 0$ ilk m ^i^tsmm^Ht 
§9iaffpifjua;7^i9 , Apol. I. p-43« 

f Vaientiniant frequentiffimam plane collegmm inter 

hscreticoe. Adv. Valcntinianos, feft. X. p. 250. 

.. L i that 
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that time his (ydtm^ called the Mafuchean, 
was the moft predominant. 
♦ It fliuuld fcem, however, that the pre- 
ceding Gnoftic fyftems had been in fome 
meafurc rcpreiTed before the council of 
Nice, but that they revived about the fiune 
time that Manes appeared. For Thcodoitc 
ipcaks of the hcrefics of Marcion, Valcn- 
tinus. Manes, and other docetae, as being 
revived in bis time*. Theodoret ipeaks 
pf abuut a thoufanJ Marcionites in his 
diocefe, and the great number of books 
that were publiihed againfl them in ihc 
lecond century, fliews> as Dr. Lardner ob- 
£nrves, the prevalence of his do^ne f « 
GnoilkiriU prevailed xnuil ia ihc Ea(l| 

for the principles of it were more agree- 
able to thole of the oriental philofophjr^ 
which was, in feveral rcfpcds, different 
fi^om that of Plato, which prevailed more 
in the VVcd^ though Egypt, where Pia- 

mftff(¥ atfliMfUi n^f^ktfOfM , £p. hz* Opera, vol* 3* P*95j» 

t HtOory of Heretktt n»L i* p. aio. 

tcoiim 
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fonifin prevailed as much as in any place 

whatever, was likewife diftinguiflied by 
giving rife to fome very eminent Gnoftics. 
Rome, it is obferved, was more free from 
Gnofticifm than moft other places^ It is 
faid, however^ by Epiphanius, to have been 
introduced there in the time of Anicetus*, 
The principles of this fyitem, whatever 
we may think of it at prefent, muH have 
been exceedingly captivating at the time of 
their publicatiuii, as many excellent men 
were much taken with them. This was the 
cafe with Epiphanius 'f*. with the father 
of Gregory Nazianzen and th^ famous 
Auftin who is well known to have been a 
Manichean. I fhall now proceed to mark 
the diilinguifhing features of the Gnoftics ^ 
and this is fo uniformly done by all the 
writers who mention them, that there is 
no danger of miftaking them for thofe of 
fmy other led; whatever* 

>JUfxm mi Ka^atfia ^t^ceaiiaMat e^e/jL&rao'st iffo^jif rw man 

Haer. 17. vol* i« p. loj* 
tH«£r.26* V0I.1. p.99. J Or. 19. Opera, p. 297. 

h3 SECTION 
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SECTION I. 

Of the Pride of (he Gnoftics. 

the Gnoftic^ were generally pe|-fons of 
education, and addidsd to the ftudy of 
philoibptiy» the moit conipicuous feature 
in their general charafter, was their pndcf, 
their contempt of the vulgar, and of their 
opinions, boailing of their own knowledge^ 
aad being proud of their fuperiority to 
others. They reprefentcd their inftitutioa 
as more refined thaa that of othef chriftians, 
and pretended to a degree of perje^ton 
whkh other chriftiaiis did not claim. This 
feature is equally marked by the chriftiaa 
Fathers, and the apoftles ; and it will be 
fa^f in its proper place, that, in oppo^tioa 
to them, the uiiitarian chriftians were con« 
fidered as weak^ and Jimple people^ in all re- 
l^eds the very reverfe of the Gnoftics^ 

Ireiueus fays, that the Gnoftics pretended 
tQ perfe£tipn^ an4 (:alkd ti^mfelyes fpi- 

ritual { 
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ritual * ; and he fays^ that they called 
the orthodox eam^U-f', Clemen9 

Ales^aadrinus alfo fpeaks of the Gnoftics 
as pretending to perfeftion, boafting 
of mure knowledge than the apoilles; 
whereas Paul himfelf fays, that he had 
not yet attained, nor was already per« 
** fed But I have no occafioa to 
quote many authorities for > circumftance 
which marks the Gnoftics wherever they 
appear; and it is equally evldeat, that tkct^ 
were teachers of chriftianity pretending tQ 
the fame fuperiority of knowledge and per- 
fection in thp time pf the appitles* 

The ^rft certain evidence of the exifte^ce 
0/ the Gooi^ic dodrine in the ^hnfti^i^ 

* Pltmttit au^eDi & con^emptores hiStu ^iuafi jam per'> 
-fcdi, fine reverentia, 6c in contemptu viventes, femet ipfos 
fpiritales voean(, 6( fe noiTe jam dicviQt turn qui fit mtia 
l^roQyia i|iforMiii lefrigerii kfmu Lib* 3. ^p* IS* 

't* Aux nm isv "i^^f^i Qi/piAo^a^i, Lib. I. chap* X* 
iiiiiantefi«!fiMe P8ed«^b.i« <9p.6* P*lp7«' 

L 4 chuf ch 
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church is at the time of PauFs writing his 
firft epiftle to' the Corinthians, which was 
probably in the year 56 and the faiie 
teachers of that place are dtftinfily marked 
by the apoftles for their pride, conceit, and 
high pretenfions to- wifdom. In oppo- 
lition to their pretended deep knowledge, 
theapoftle fays, i Cor. i. 18. The preaching 
of the crofs is Joolijhnejs to them that perifi^- 
^biLt io us who axe Javed it is the power of God^ 
ill. i8. het no man deceive bimjelf. If atiy 
man among you feem to be wije m tins worlds 
let him become a fool that he may be wife. 
He feems to allude to their pretended- 
fpirituality and refinement, when he fays, 
/ could not fpeak unto you as unto fpiriti^al^ 
but as unto carnaU even as to babes in Cb if. 
He lil^ewife fpeaks ironically of their prc^ 
tcnfions to wifdom^ i Cor. iv. 1 p. We are 
fools for Qhrif's fuke, but ye are wife in Cbrifty 
^nd X. 15. I fpeak as unto wije ^ueny judge ye, 
what I fay. That they were Ghoftics who 
corrupted the gofpel at Corinth, is evident 
from the 1 5th chapter of this epiftle, where 
it appears, that they explained away th^ 
doftrinc of the refurredtion. 

Theft 
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Thefe teachers are diftinguiflied by the 
fame features at Ephefus not long after this; 
as we find, i Tim. vi. 3. If any man teach 
otherwifcj and confent not to wtolefome words^ 
even the words of our Lord fefus Chrift^ and 
to the doBrine which is according to god/inefi, 
he is proudp knowing nothings hut doting ahout 
quejliofis and Jlrifes of words ^ &c. In the 
epiftle to the Coloffians, chap. ii. i8« the 
apoftle cautions the chriftians againft thofe 
who intruded into things which they had not 

' feen^ being vainly puff ed up in their Jkjbfy 
minds^ which could he no other than the fame 
defcriptian of men^ It is alfo probable that 
they were the fame perfons that the apoftle 
James alluded to, chap. iii. 13. IVbo is a wife 
man, and indued with knowledge among you ; 
Let him Jbew, mit of a good converfation^ his 
works with meeknejs ofwifdom. Let us now 
fee what kind of knowledge thefe Gnoftics 
))ad to be fo proud of. 



SEC 
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SECTION IL 

, fmii of the Gnqfiics.^^Of the Origin ofEvil^ 

and the Dochm^ of Mons. • 

^ ^ L L the Gnoftice were perAuukd, that 

evil had iume oth^r cau£s than the fu« 
preme being, but» perhaps, none of theni 
before Maaes held that it (tf-oie from % 
principle abfolutely indepeodene of him* 
Bardefaiies maintained ihat evil wa« not oud^ 
by God^. Marcioi), CcrJon, and Planes, 
all held that the devil and dem<Mia wert 
unbegottea f-. Valctitinus heid that mat^ 
ler was felf exiiUnt, and the caufe «f evil |« 
But the gre^t boaft of the Gnollicfi myi 
theif profound and intricate dodrine cofli« 

O 9«if rfl^ im^ omO^. OrigenCfliitiiMirciomus^p* 

70, 7t- 

Theodorec Haer. Fab. lib. 5. cap, 8. vol. 4. p. 

«^<m«M«i»2^ Ongqi Cgntn Maraoottat, p. 88* 

cerning 
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cerning the derivation of various intelli^ ' . 
gences from the fupreme mind, which thejf 
thought to be done by emanation or efflux. 
And as thefe were equally capable of pro* 
duci^g other intelligences in the fame 
manner, and fome of them were male and 
others female, there was room for endle£i 
combinations of them ; fo that the gcnca- 
Iqgy of thefe intelligences, or aons^ as thejr 
were called, muft haye been a very intricate 
l>ufinefs. 

BafiUdes held that the unbegotcen pro-* 
doced nms^ that logos wv^s produced (or pro-^ 
iated) from nous^ that pbronejis [that is, 
thought^ came from logos ; from phronejis 
l^ame wifdom ^nd power ^ and from thefe 
^ngels and arc.'' ingels, s^nd that thefe made 
the ieavens Marcion was the firft who 
laid that there were three gods-f*; mean* 

m 

iw itfOBm. Theo4orec. Usr. Fab. lib. k(U.4. vul, 
4. p- 194. 

pyr|lli. Jer. CiU. i6. j^. ^26. 

ing. 
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ing^ perhaps^ the three gods of Simon 
above-mentioned, viz. the fupreme being, 
him that made the world, and him that 
gave the law. For I do not find that any 
of thofe who believed that there vvas zxi^ 
other maker of the world befides the fu- 
preme being, thought that there was any 
other evil being, or devil^ diftind from 
him 5 it being imagined that, upon cither 
hypochefis, the origin of evil, wrhich. was 
the problem to be refolved by all thefe 
ichemes, was fufficiently accounted for. 

The Gnollics alio held that thefe fupe- 
rior intelligences might occafionally come 
\jx the form of men, to inllruct the world. 
Such they imagined Chriil to have been. 
Simon Magus pretended to be one of thefe 
great powers ; and, it is faid, that Manes 
maintained that he was the Paraclete ^xo^ 
mifed by Chrift 

The moft complicated fyftem of sons is 
that of Valentinus, of which wc have a 
particular account in Irenasus, from which 

motfcuc^^ov emw slo?^wtv, Cyhiii. Jcr. Cat. 16. p, 226. . 

his 
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his editor Grabe has drawn out a diftinft 
lable» which he has infer ted ia his edition 
of Ircnajus. 

As it is no where faid that Valenttnus^ 
or Baiilides, or» indeed, aiiy of the earlier 
Gnoftics whofe names have come down to 
us» were the original inventors of the fyf^ 
tern of a:ons, it may be coiK idJcJ to be a 
part of the ancient oriental philofophy, 
and therefore to have exided long before 
the age of the apoftles. It may be pre-t 
fttmed» at leaft, that, in fome form or other, 
it vvub iicld by the Gnodics of their time, 
and that thefe were the endlefs gcfteaUgies of 
which Paul makes fuch frequent mention, 
as iJIe diid Ldin ; and, iiidccd» nothing could 
be more fo than the dodrine of the intri<- 
cate relations that thefe a:ons bore to each 
other. The genealogies of particular Jew* 
iih families could never have furniihed any 
caufc ot difputc or inquiry lu uic Gentile 
chriftiana at Ephefas, and other places, 
where we read of there being diilurbaoces 
on account of thefe things. But the ge- 
nealogies of the GnoiUc leons made a coo<- 

iiderAble 
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fiderable part of a general fyftem of faitb^ 

very capable of deeply intcrcfting thofe who 
gave much attention to them. 

The paffages in the New Tcftament, iii 
which rhention is made of thefe fabulous 
' , genealogies, are the following, 1 Tim. i, 3* 
lie/ought tbee to abide fiUl at Ephefus, when 
I tJ^ent into Macedonia^ that thou migbttfi 
charge fome that they teach no other doSrine^ 
neither give heed to failes^ and endlefs genea* 
logies, nxfhicb tninijier quejlions, rather than 
godly edifvingf which is in faiih. Ch. iv. 6. 
If thou put^ the brethren in remembrance of 
thefe things^ thou fhatt he a good ntinifter of 
^ejus Chriji, nourificd up in words .of faith, 
and of good doBrine^ whereunto thou hajl at* 
. tained j but refufe propbane and old wives fa^ 
Ues. Ch« vi. 10. O Timothy^ keep that which 
is committed to thy truji, avoiding propbana 
and vain babblings and oppofitums of fcie?tte 
fi'fify c^i/. 2 Tim« ii. 15. Study to 
fhew th f f approved unto God^ a workman 
that needetb not to be afhamed^ rightly 
Viding the word of truth ^ hut fhun prophane 

and vain habhUngs^for they will incrcafe unto 

t mure 
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mQre ungodlmeJi% And their word will ettt as 
does a canktr^ of wUm it Hymenmux and Pbi^ 
letuSf wbe cmc^rning the truth have erredy 
Jaying that the refurredtion is paft already^ 
Offd cvcrtkrew the Jkith of Jbm€» 

As the perfons here dcfcribcd were moft 
cvideiitif Gnoftics^ it is almoft impolfible 
not to conclufk. that the frophaac and vaia 
habbtings^ fynonymous no doubt to ihe fable» 
and tnSefs geneakgies^ were iome part of the 
Gnoilic lyflcm ; and in this there is no* 
thing to which they can be imagmed to cor*^ 
Tcfpond befide that of the xons. It is, no 
doubts tiie ikaie thing to which the apoftle 
alludes, aTiin.ii. 23, But foo&Jb and unlearned 
quejiions avoids inavfing that they do gender 
Jirije. Tit, iii. 9* But avoid foolijh quejiions and 
genealogies^ and cent enti(mSf and ft rivings about 
the law 9 for they are unprojitable and vain^ A 
man that is an heretic ajter the firjl and fecond 
admonition f rejeS* The Gnoftics, as will 
be (hewn hereafter, were the only heretics 
of that age ; aod therefore the genealogies 
here mentioned muft have been fome part 
of their fyftemt 

It 
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It is probable, thai the apoftle Paul 
might allude to the great rcfped paid 
to thcfc invifible aom^ by what he lay^ 
of the wefjbipping of angels^ dod intrude 
ing into thoj'e things which a man has not 
feen^ vainly puffed up in bis fiejhhf msnd^ Col. 
ii. 18, as the laft circumftance evidently 
marks the Gnoilics. AaJ as they pre- 
tended to great JpiritmUty and diflike of the 
fiejb^ the apoiUe might intend a farther re« 
buke to them by infiniiating that their 
minds were fleihly* 

Laftly, it is puliible that the apoftle Peter 
might allude to thefe idle Gnoftic ftibkt» 
when he iaid, aPet-i. i6» We have not fil^ 
Jo'w^J cunning^ devijcd fables^ ice. 
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SECTION III. 

The Do:/nnc of the Gnoflics concermng the 

SouL 

U E R E was fomcibing pecuiur in the 

JoCliinc of the Gaullics, with rc- 

■ 

fpcd to the foul. As it was a funda- 

mciiui principle with all the ancients, that 
there could be no proper creation, and 
confcqucntly that iouls, not being ma« 
tcrial, nor yet created cut of nothing, 
were either parts detached from the foul 
of the univrrfc, or emanations from the 
divine mind, this do^rine was held by 
the GnoiUcs, And as Ibme men are vi- 
cious and others virtuous, it was fup* 
pofed that their fouls had two different 
origins, and w^rc therefore good or bud by 
Mture, the good having fprung from the 
divine mind, mediately, or immediately, 
and the bad having had fome other origin, 
the lAoie from which every thing evil was 
V^ujL. L M fuppgfed 
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fuppofed to have fprung. They likewife held 

that the future fates of men depended upon 
their original nature* Saturninus, Theo- 
doret fays^ held that V* there were two 
kinds of fouls, the one good, and the 
other bad ; ' and that they had this dif* 
ference from nature, and that as the evil 
daemon affifted the bad, fo the Saviour 
came to affift the good*." Origen fays, 
that the difciples of fiafilides and Va- 
lentinus, held that there is a kind of 
fouk that are always favcd, and never 
periih, and others that always periih, 
and arc never faved f.*' He alfb fays 
that Mircion introduced different kinds 

2tt7>i^ tTTccfAvvM rois ctya^oi^, Ha^r. Fab. lib. i, cap. 3. 
vol. 4. p. 194. 

f Nefeio quomodo qui de fchola Valeittina et Baiilidis 
veniant, haec ita a Paulo didb non audientes, patent eflc 
mturam anin^arutn quae femper falva fit, ct nunquam 
pereat, et aliam quae femper pereat et nunquam £ilvecur« 
Jh Rom« Opera^ vol. 2. p. 5^6. 

2 «of 
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« of foals*." This doarine of tfie ori- 
ginal difference of fouls, is likewife well 

known to have been part of the Mani- 
chean fyftem ; and therefore a confiderable 
topic of argument with Auftin, and others 
who wrote againft the Manicheairs, is to 
prove that men are not wicked by nature^ 
but from the abufe of free will. On 
this fubjed Auftin» who wrote againil the 
Manicheans in the early part of his life, 
advanced many excellent things in favour 
of free will, and the natural power of 
man to do good and evil, which he con« 
tradifted when he afterwards wrote againil 
the Pelagians. We find this doctrine of 
fate afcribed to Simon in the Recognitions 

As the Gnoftics were always ready ta 
alledge the fcriptures in fupport of their 
doftrines, they pretended to have an autho- 
rity in them even for this part of their 
lyiiem ; fur Cyril of Jciufalen;i lays, that 

« 

* Niardon tamen, et Qornes qui diveiiu %ia^nlirwiai 
iatroducuot aoimarmn naturas. Ibid. p. 479. 

t £t Simon nefcio inquit fi vel hoc ip(uiii fciam, Unuf<> 
quifque enim ficut ei fato deceroitur vd £»pit aligMici, 
Yd intdligit) vd patitar; Lib. 3: cap. %%, p« 533. 

M:4 l^fom^i 
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fome inferred from i Johniii.io. By 

this we know the children of GoJ^ and the 

the cbildren of the Devil, that fomc men 
' were to be faved, and others to be damned 
^< by nature. But this holy fonfhip," he 
fays, we arrive at, not from neceflity, but 
** choice* Neither," adds he, was Judas 
" the traitor the ion of the devil, or de- 

ftruflion, by nature*." 

As thefe Gnoftics held that the fouls of 
all good men were derived from the divine 
.mind^ they could have no di^Bculty in ad- 
mitting that Chrift, whom they fuppofed 
to be one of the greater s&ons» was of the 
-fame fubllancc with the Father. Ac- 
cordingly, Beaufobre obferves* that, on this 
^^rinciple, they efcnpcd all cenfure at the 
council of Nice. They even ufed the fa- 
mous term (c/z-oot/^-) ccnjubjiantlal, with 
refpe& to the human fouli in oppoiitioo 
to which principle Thqodoret fays, ** The 

* On yaf> av£|c/4£3a im Moms itahOfjiSavGvIm to ufVfiEvov SMum Z 

ia^a, hIe Ex (pv(rw^o mfQogins l«fewo$ rff ^aQoM ct^u?\£iai'm 
Cat 7. p. ipS. ' 

foul 



V 



Digitized by Google 



I 



Chap* III. Tenets of tbeGnoftia. 

^' foul is not confubftantial with God, as 
the wicked Manicheans bold, but was 
created out of nothing*." 
This do&rine coacerning the foul feema 
to hay.e been peculiar to the Gentile Gnof- ' 
tics. The Jewiih Gnoftics do not appear 
^ver to have departed from their proper 
principles, fo far as to fuppofe that any 
ibuls had a proper divine origin but cither 
thought that they were created out of no^ 
thing, or, if they were fo far philofophers 
as to deny this, they would probably fay, 
with iome . others, that they were only the . 
breath of God, and not any proper part of 
his fubftance. Accordingly, we. do not 
find any allulion to this dod:rine, of two 

kinds of fouls in the apoftolical writings. 

«« mmomGlQi Ses, oMK* ek ym oHw fiA^n. Haer. Fab. lib.^. 
W* S« Opera, vol. 4. p. 264. 
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S E C T I O N IV. 

^he DoStrine of the Gnofics concerning the 
Maker of the World , and the Author of 
the Jewijh Di/penfation. 

^NOTHER article which was probably 
peculiar to the Gentile Gaoftics, and 
which makes the greateft figure in their 
liiftoiy^ is» that the fuprenoe being, the Fa- 
ther of Jefus Chriit, was not the maker of 
the world, or the author of the Jewish 
difpenfation ; for that theie were derived 
from ibme inferior and malevolent being. 
This was the diilinguiihing tenet of all the 
celebrated Gnoftics who arofe about the 
time of Adrian ; and as they derived their 
principles not from Platonifm, but from 
the oriental philofpphy, Clemens Alezan- 
drinus, fpeaking of them in general, fays, 
^< The h^refies, which are according to a 
** barbarous philofophy, though they teach 

one Godt and fing hymns to Chrift, do 
*^ it in pretence only, and not in truth ; 

for they have invented another God, an4 

V ihew 
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ihew another Cbrift, than him who id 

announced by the prophets Again, 
he liys, Some pretend that the Lord,'* 
meaning the God of the Old Teftament, 

could not be a good being, on account 
•rof the rod, the threatening, and the 

fear/' meaning his juftice and fevcrityf'i 
And Tertuilian iays, they deny that God, 
meaning th% fupreme beuig, is to be feared 

According to the Gnoflics, the god of 
the Jews was fo far from being a good 
being, or in any refped: fubfervient to the 
defigns of the fupreme being, that he was 
at open variance with him ^ fo that the truo 

• » 

ma^n^^^bofftf m^sx^^ • Strom, lib. 6. p. 675. 

Porphyry in his life of Plotinus, fpeaking of the chrif- 
tlans, and the heretics, fays, that the latter were of old 
philofophy. Ttrmn h nor nHw rw xfmstm woWwi ftiv 
cQ<K'A ca^woi^z iKTn<; 'nco.a.a; if^i?j}(ro^tag avrtyfJLSvot. 

j- ENTAT0A tTrt^uQyhu jm^j aya^ tsm ^ofummKtffm 
iia paS^i inv ovii^ rw feCw. Fed. lib. i. cap. Sp 
p. 113. 

% Negant deum timcndum. De Prsefcrip. fe^. 43, p, 

M 4 Gi4 
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God was obliged to take mealures in order 
to countcradk his dcfigns. Saturninus lays 
that the father of Chriil« willing to do* 

ftroy the god of the other angels, and of 
*^ the Jews, fcnt Chrift into the world, for 
*^ the laivation of thole who were to believe 

on him*." Bahlides UiJ that ihcGod 

of the Jews, willing to reduce all nations 

to his puwcr, and oppofinf^ other principa- 
lities, the Supreme Being feeing this, fent 
\\\% firlUborn mms^ whom he called Chrift, 
** to fave thcfc who believed on him -f-." 
Valentinus faid that ^' the true God was 
•* not known till our Su\ lour aauoum cd 
him X and Eufebius informs us^ that 
Cerdon» of the Ichool of Simon^ coming 
to Rome in the time of Hyginus, the 



hdb. liii. I. cap. 3. vol, 4. p. 194* 

rm wxwn •^rn^ay, Ib'J. lib.t.cap.4«vol. 4. p. 19$. 
|Mcu;, lib. i« cap. i6* p*85* 

M icventii 
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" feventh biiliop from the time of the 
" apoftles, taught that the God who was 
preached in the law and the prophets 
was not the father of our Lord Jefus 
Chrift ; for that the one was known^ the 
other unknown the one was juf^ the 
** other gooJ. He was fucceeded by Mar<« 
cion of Pontus, who increafed the fchool, 
^* blafpheming without bluihing Of 
Marcion, Juftin Martyr fays, that he was 
living in his time, teaching his followers' 
that there is a god greater than he that 
made the world, who is every where, by 
the inftigation of the dsmon, teaching 
^' many blafphemies -f*." It was on ac- 

* ^isfom he Tii aTTo tuv tsEpi tov XifMvgt ras otpop^Mf ha^uv^ 
i§ m^n/iuif^ f9 rn ?tiffat tm *TyB» tvcth nlktipw tik swtnuaruais 

Tov f«y Tvay^^jc^ai* tovoe a^J^-'^v Eivrxf . 'C'v f«y ^meMit* 

ntum TO ^^aa'Ma>£i0Vy aTrxsuBftowfteifOif 0hafffnfjim- Hift. lib. 4. 

cap. 1 1 . p. 155. 

mt^kf/mi^ a>u» rmx vofiiCmpM^tm tic ^tvio^ dw* og ueSa mm 
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count of the Gnoftics reviling the maker 
of the world, whom the other chriftians 
juftly confidcred as the true God, that they 
are fo generally charged with hla/pbemy i 
fo that in thoie early ages, a heretic j a blaj--^ 
fhmer^ and a Gnojiic, were iynonymoua 
terms. , 

Contradictory as theie principles mani- 
feftly are to thofe of the fcriptures, the 
Gnoftics were not fenfibje of it, and even 
did not fcruple to argue from them. Mar- 
cion argued from its being faid, that ** no 
m(in knows the Father but the Son, that 
Chrift preached a God who had not beei> 
known either to the Jews by r^v^lation^ 
or to the Gentiles by nature */* He 
alfo alledged in fupport of his doArine 
^concerning the author of the Jewifti dif- 
penfation, Paul's faying^ Gal.iii* Chrift hat A 

* Sed, nemo fit qui fit pater, nifi filius ; ct qui fcit 
Alius, nifi pater, et cificunque £lius revelaverit. Atque 
ita Chriftus ignotum Deum praedicavit, Hinc efiime^ 
alii bserctict fiUciuntur, opponemes creatorem omnibus 
jpotum i et Ifraeli, fecundum familiaritatem ; et nati- 
«iu1iU8, feeundam natunuB« T^rtulUan ad v. ^krcionitas. 
^ }ib.4. k&,. 25. p. III. 

r^deem^4 
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redeemed us from the curfe of the law *. Ac- 
cording to Auitin, the Manicheans faid, 
that *^ the Oid and New Tcftament con>^ 
** tradifted each other, by the former aC* 

cribing the preation to God the Father^ 
" and the latter to Chrift f . 

To thefe arguments the catholic chrift 
tians found no difficulty in making very 
fatisfaAory replies, efpecially from our 
Saviour's acknowledging the God of the 
Jews to be his Father, as in John viii. 54. 
fefus anjwered^ if I honour myfelf^ mj bonour 
is nothing* It is my Father that honour etb me^ 
ef whom ye fay that be is your God. 

Even the Platonic philofophers were 
much offended at this part of the Gnoftic 

* Chriftus nos rtdemit de mahdt&o legh, Subrepit in hoc 

loco Marcion de potcftate creatoris, qucm fangiiiTiaiiuin, 
crudelem mfamat, ct vindicem, afTcrcns aos redcmptoJ 
'eiie per Chriftumi qui alterius boni dei filius i&C. Jerom. 
In Gal. cap. 2. vol.6, p. 134. 

+ Hoc capitulum legis advcrfuni elTe evangelic ftuU 
tUEmi Manichasi arbitrantur ; dicentes in Genefi fcrtp* ^ 
turn die, quod Deus per fcipfum fecerh co'lum £t ter- 
ram, m c\-..iv:/cIio autcin fcriptum cTij pvir doniiiiLiai nof- 
trum jefum Chriltum fabricatum die mundumi ubi dic- 
tum ed, ec mundus per ipfum f«^u« pft* Contra Adi* 
ffkixitixm, vol> 6. p' 1 74 * 
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iyftemt becaule, in order to prove that the 

world was not made by the iupreme and 
efl*entially good being, they repre&nted it 
as abounding with all evil, and took plea* 
fure in vilifying it. Piotinus wrote a traA 
againft the Gnoltics, in. which he fpeaks of 
the world as exhibiting marks of goodnefs. 
He fays, it is not to be admitted that 
«* this world is a bad one, becaufe there 
are many difagreeable things in it*." 
Though, according to the principles of 
Platonirm, the world was made of matter^ 
and men and animals were not made by the 
Supreme Being himfelf, they were, how-- 
ever, made by his diredion, and with a 
great mixture of good in them; virhereas 
the Gnoftics held, that the world v\as not 
only made of bad and intradable materials, 
but alfo by a being of a bad diipofjtion. 
The Gnoftics, whom the apoftle Paul had 
^o do with, did aot bold this principle witl^ 
^cfped to the maker of the world. They 
|vere Jews, wl^o beljey^d as pther Jews 4i4 

^ Ov 3k TO noMta^ yrifoum mhwt mam 3o7«oir, t« 
vi wjlu ^uo^ep. En, 2f lib. 9, cap. 4. p. 20af 

w 
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in this rerpe<5t» and they held the law of 
Mofes in the greateft poflible veneration. 

It appears to me» that the Gnoftics had 
advanced lo many fpecious arguments to 
prove that the Supreme Being himfelf was 
not the immediate maker of the world, and 
the author of the Jewifh difpenfation, that 
the. orthodox chriftians were flaggered by 
them, and fo far conceded to their adver- 
faries, as to allow that the being who made 
the world, and who appeared to the patri- 
archs and the prophets, was not the Su- 
* prcme God himfelf. On this account they 
might be. the more readily induced to adopt 
the principles of the l^latonifts, and of 
Philo, who faid that the world was made, 
and that the law was given, by the divine 
logos perlonificd. This being the Son -fGod^ 
they faid he muft be the fame with Cbrifi. 
In fad, the orthodox ufed many of the lame 
arguments with the Gnoftics, to prove that 
the fupreme being was not the perfon who 
Ipake to the patriarchs. 

In fome part of Juftin's dialogue with 
Trypho, one might imagine that Juftin had 
been a Gnoftic^ and Trypho aa unitarian 

chrifUan* 
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ehriftun* Trypho fays, " Prove to mc firft 
*^ that there is another god belides the 
maker of all things Juiliu anfwered, 
I will endeavour to i!hew you, from the 
^ fcriptures, that there is another God and 
^ Lord, and one who is fo called, bcfides 
the maker of all things This is p.re- 
ci&Iy what a Gnoftic would have faid. But 
lie proceeds to fpeak of this Jecond god as 
the meffcnger of the true God, which the 
GnoAics would not have done. He 
is alfo," lays lie, called an angel, on 
account of his informing men of what he 
that made all things, above whom there 
^ i& no God, wills that he fhould inform 
them." 

wotfct tw mnTiiv T«nr oXmr, 'Dial, p* 23B. 

oiys^c; «a\Si7tf«, 70 oTy £}Mty rots av^ooiTroi; GjaTtsp ^ii>£lai 
wtiws oSnfwM 0 rm 0m woihIik, mf tn oM®- ^fo; m* Ibid. 
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SECTION V. 

Tie DoSrine of the Gnojiics concerning the 

Perfon of Cbrift. 

'J* H E principles of the Gaoftics which I 
have occafioa to confider inoft particu- 
larly, are thofe which relate to the f erfon of 
Chriji. Their averfioa to every thing that 
bore the name» and had the properties of 
matter^ was fuch, that they could not think 
well of any thing that was material. Ac- 
cordingly, befides fuppoiing that the being 
who was properly entitled to the appella- 
tion of the Cbrifi, or the meffengcr of^ God 
to man, was a fuperangelic fpirit, who had 
pre^cxiiled, and was fent to make his ap- 
pearance among men, all of them would 
not admit that what he did aiTume, as ne- 
ceflary to his manifeftation, was a proper bu^ 
man body, confifting of real ileih and blood* 
•but fomething that had only the external 
appearance of one, and that it was «icap« 
« able 
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able of paiTion^ and of the fuiferings and 
pain of a real human body. This was fo 
much a general opinion among them, that 
it is commonly afcribcd to them all ; fo 
that Epiphanius fays, the Gnoftics fay 
«* that Jcfus was not boai of IMary, but 
only exhibited by her, and that he did 
not take flefli except in appearance*." 
As it was an opinion of the Gnoftics. 
that Chiift had no proper human body, of 
cottffe they could not believe that Mary had 
a proper child birth^ for they faid that, on in- ' 
fpedion, fhe was found to be a virgin after 
the delivery, which Clemens Alexandrinus 
obfcpves+. And as they fuppofed this phan- 
tom in the hunian form could not fufier, 
or die, Novatian fays^ that both the 

Hser. 26. p.gi. 

ftvoi, ^iok T>]y T« 'BTOiJut yfivnciv, ax, aaa >£x^ ' '^^ rtxm 

mxhiv fi0M0do9»v, fsm meefittw n^peSnwu. Strom. 7. P.756V 
This notion was afterwards adopted by the catholics ; 
but Clemens Alexandrinus evidently afcribes it to the 
Gnoftics. 

birth 
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btrlh and the death of Gbrift are con^ 

futations of ihcm*," 

The opinion, however, that the body of 
Jefas was only the lemblance of a proper 
human bo<iv, was ncL univcrfal uuiungr the 
Gnofttcs. For the Cerinthians and Car« 
pocratians believed that Jeius was not only 
a inaa, born as other men arc, but alfo the 
proper oflfspring of Jofeph as well as of 
IVlary, and that he continued to be nothing 
more than any other man till his baptifm^ 
when the Cerintbians laid that a fupcr-an* 
gclic fpirit^ which alone they called tijc 
(Ufrifi^ came into him f • 

I ihall proceed to mention the opinions 
of other Gnoftics concerning the body of 
Jefus, which» though various, agree in this, 
that Jeius was not the Chriil, and Ihew an 
averfion to do lb much honour to any thing 
that had proper Jkjb and blood* Bardc* 

* Omoci coim iibi ct xuuvius Dumiot ct mm ipia 
confutat. Ctp. 10. p. 31. 

fpiphaitiuf, H<r, a8. vol.i. p. tto. 

rrfum^m rm 4 s^r^ UiU, 3. voL i, p. 138. 

Vot. L N lanes 
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fanes maintained that Chrift had a celeftial 
body Cerdo alfo denied that Chrift 
was born of Mary-j-. According to Ter- 
tttUian, Marcion denied the birth of 
Chrift, that he might deny his fleflii 
Apelles bis fcholar allowed the fieib, but 
denied the nativity ^ and Valentinus both 
^* admitted the flcfli and nativity, but gave 
*^ a different interpretation to them|" By 
denying the birth of Chrift, they meant that 
Jeftts derived nothing from his mother^ 
but that whatever his body confifted of, it 
was fom^hing that only pafTed through 

» 

V\aQE. Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 1 05. 

MvefToimolaf EpipbaniuSy Haer. 41. vol. i. p. 300t 

* Marcion, ut carnem Chrifti negaret, negavit etiam 
mtivitatcm 1 aut ut nativitatem negaret, negavit et car- 
nem. Scilicet ne invicem fibi teftimonium redderent ec 

rcfponderent, nativitas et caro: quia ikc 1 atl\itas LnQ 
carne, ncc caro Ane nativitatc : ijuaiinon cadem licentia 
baeretica et ipfe potuifTet, admiiTa came nativitatem ne- 
gare, ut Apelles difcipulus, et poftea defertor ipfius; aut 
carnem et nativitatem confefibsi aliter illas interpretari, ut 

condifcipulus et conderertor tju9 Vakntjnus* De Carne, 
. Chrifti. fed. 1 . p. 307* 

her. 
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her, as water through a pipe. Accordingly, 
Epiphanius fays, *• Valentinus held that 
** the body of Chrift came from heaven, 
** and took nothing from the virgin Mary*.'* 
It is remarkable, that this very opinion was- 
afterwards adopted by Apoilinaris, who- 
likewiie maiataiMd, with the Arians, tbftr 
Chrift had no human iuul. 

Chfift having no proper ^nliaii body, 
could^ not have the proper functions of 
one \ and accordingly, Valentinus faid that' 

Chriit ate and drank in a peculiar man-. 

ner, not voiding excrements +/' Witk 
i^efped; to the faper-angelie nature of Chrift, 
Valentinus held that he was one of the 
MUX I and according to hid geneaologies,' 
both CbriJI and the Holy Spirit, were the, 
offspring of Mo?togeneSy which came from 
Logos and Zoe^ as thefe were the olF- 

Cliff, T)ij 'mafi^£Vit ^ii>ai;hj^fffau * fju/i^a 3k atto twj ^ofi^einicni 

finl^ ikkmpsmy oMa am^ tp ffo/ta tx/uif. Hzn 31. vol; x; 
p. 171. 

t Hayla, ^miv, uTrofiuvjc^^ Eynpak; w. ^tclyjla hang sif/ya^ih * 

itB^Bf esnyif sic amd^ ra ^oyictk. Clemens AU 
Strom. lil>* 3- p- 451. 

N 2 fpring 
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fpring of Nous and Feritas^ and thefe of 
By thus i and Sige 

It may be proper to obferve in this^ place^ 
that thofe of tlic Gnofttcs who believed 
that Chrift was the fon of Jofeph as well as 
of Mary, muft have thought that, anti- 
cedent to his baptiihiy he had a human 
ioul, as well as a human body. Their 
opinion, therefore, concerning hinl after 
his baptifm, mull have been fimilar to that 
of the orthodox chriftians, who believed the 
Jogos of the Father to be attached to the 
ibe man Jefus. On the other hand^ thoie 
GnoAics who thought that Chriit had no 
proper human body, but only the appear- 
ance of one, mull have held that he had no 
intelligent principle within hiiu belidcs the 
fuper-angelic fpirit which they called the 
Cbrijl. Thefe, therefure,^ refemblcd the 
Arians. Indeed, they can hardly be faid 
to have differed from them at all, except 
with refpedk to the body of Chrift, and hisi^ 
having made the world, * 

It is probable that the Gnoftics differed 
^ much among themfcives with refpedl to 

* Itensus, lit». u cap. x. p. 7, 

theic 
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their celeftial genealogies, and thefe being . 
altogether the work of imagination^ there was 
room for endlefs fyftems on the fubjedl. 
' All that deferves our notice is, that ac^' 
cording to them all, Chriil was a pre- 
exiftent fpirit, which had been of high rank 
before he came into the world. 

It appears to' me highly probable, that 
it was in oppofition of this dodrine of - 
aons, that John wrote the IntroduAion to 
his gofpel, ia which he explains the only 
proper fenfe in which the terms logos, only 
begotten^ lifsy &c* of which the GnoAics 
made fuch myfteriesj, ought to be taken ; 
aiTertingy more efpecially, that the logos^ 
wiiich is fpoken of in the fcriptures, and 
the only logos ' that he acknowledged, was 
the power of God, an attribute of the Fa- 
ther, and therefore not to be diftinguiihed 
from God himfelf. 

It is poffible, however, that John had 
heard of the dodrine of Philo, who made a 
fecond God of the logos-, and if that kind 
pf perfonihcation had begun to fpread among 
gl^riftians fo early as the time of John, it 

N3 13 
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is not impoffible bat that he might, in his 
ufual iadire& niaiiner» allude to it. In any 
.view, the meaning of the apoftle fcems to 
be as follows, ^'in the begiaoing, or before 
all time, was the logos^ and the logos was 
" w/VA, or iratber belonged to God^ as his 
** proper attribute^ and therefore, was no 
Other than God himfelf. •By this logos ^ or 
power of God, aU things were made, 
and without it was not any thing made 
** that was madcj" agreeably to what the. 
Pfalmift fays. By the word (logos) of tbt 
Lord were ike heavens made, and all the hojls 
of them^ by the breath of his mouth j God 
fpake and it was dom^ he cotnmanded^ and it 
food faft^ and many other pa^T^es of the 
fame import. 

The laft of the Cnoftics, viz. the Mani^ 
cheans, thought as others had done before 
them, that Chrift had no real flefli, h\xt 
,only the appearance of it*, but according 
to Theophyladt, Manes thought he had 
teal bpdy till his. baptifm, when he left 

fim* Sioc;ra^. tjiil.. iib. i. cap. 22. p: 55. 

It 
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it in the river Jordan, and took another, 
which had only (he appearance of one^. 

Abiurd as tiicic notiuas of the Cnoilics 
are» and dangeroas as we fliall find their 
coofequcQces were, it muft not be forgot- 
ten» that the objcA of them was to do 
honour to Chrift* as the moil illuilrious 
nicdcngcr of God to uidii. For it was 
thought that he could not have had that per« 
fedUuu of charadcr which was rcquiiite for 
his high office, if his mind had been fub« 
}t€L to the influence of common fleih and 
blood. M^U'ciou Uid, (hat " he could not 

have been pure, if he took human flefli -f*." 

We tkVid that the Guoftics argued in de- 
fence of even this part of their fyftem from 
the New Teftament. For we learn from 
Origcn, that lomc of the li^rcUci endea- 
voured to prove, from Paul's faying. We are 
fiatUcd in the likenefi oj Cbrijls d^aid, that 
he did not really die, but only had the ap- 

mOi fmkmm M» n^M iMf. loMatt, csp. 4, vd1.i. 
p.ao* 

futtM m^kfH* Cbryfoftoai la Lph. vi. lo* vol* io« 

N 4 pearang? 



184 Tenuis of ibi GnojUcs. Book I* 
pearancc of death ^ h the Marctooitcs 

iaid that, according to Paul, Chriu wns 
only in fajhion as a mnn^ and not a man 

No writer in the New Tellament ojk 
pofes this very principle of the Gnoftics 
concerning the perfon of Chrift, as well as 
their general ductrine that Jcfus was not 
the Chrifty more plainly* or more eamcilly, 
than John I and yet we £nd, thai V alcn- 
tinus interpreted the introdudion to Jobn*s 
gofpel in his favour niaking «rx* to be a 
principle ditfercnt from the Father, and the 
fame with the monogenes, and the kgas dif* 
f^rent from th^ «fx« §• 

• Scd hoc non intclllgciUcs quidam h3rf4:ticoruTn. cev 
ntti fufil <x hoc apoftuli loco aficrcrc c]\iod Chnflus nno 
vere nwrtuus fit, M fimiHtudinein 
fit migis mori quam vere mortuutfit. Origcn Ad.Rooi. 

Opera, Vol.2, p. 54:. 

Plul, 2. Opera^ vol. 10. p. 1250. 

yfailifli fitjfmMtKm mUm Mji^t, htyo^ An > fiiiy> §fmWH f 

0 Wtf$ t t ikm u m ^ TiAi fun ^ mfUMm&my See. lie* 

Wtts, Gb. t. ctp. t. p. 39. 

^ Ibid. 5cc alio Fpiphaoiait Ujer* 31. voLl* p- 

That 
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That the gofpels, however, and efpe« 

cially tlidt of John, arc unfavourable to 
this principle of the Gnoftics, is very evi«> 
dent ; and Chryfoftom reprefeots it as ^* the 
iirft and principal reafon why Chrift is 
exhibited with all the weaknelTcs and 
infirmities of human nature, to prove that . 
he had real ileih, and that he meant that 
all perfons who then lived, and all who 
*^ ihould come after him» ihould believe 
that he was no apparition, or mere vifible 
appearance, but the truth of nature,'' i. e* 
a real man*. 

Chrift being fo frequently called a tnau 
' "in the goipci hiflory, is, on this account. 
Very properly urged by the chtiftian Fa-» 
thers, as an argument againft this dodi ine 
of the Gnoftics* Thus, in anfwer to Va-> 
Icntlnus, who held that Chrift had a kind 
of fpiritual fleih, TertuUian obferves, that 
then he would not have been called a man, 
as he repeatedly is, or have been fo deno* 

* fl^a\r\ fiev w m%a >^ ^A£ytnj, to Ca^xa aukv ws^idf^TovT^M^ }^ 
Iigm.32. vol. I. p. 408. 

.minated 
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miaated by himfelf j as when ho faid, ye 
Jeek to kill a man, who has told you the 
truth * . This argument of TertuUiaa 
makes equally againft any dodtrine that 
fuppofes Chrift to have been, in any refpe£t, 
diiFerent from, or more than, another man^ 
and therefore would have carried him far-, 
ther than he intended. Bafil fays, there 
was no occafion for his being bora of a 
virgin, if the flefli which was to con- 
« tain God Was not to be of the mafs of 
Adaai'f." 

• But the moil: ferious objeftion to this 
part of the Gnoftic fyilem is, that if Chriil 
had not proper flefh and blood, and thcrc-^ 
fore was not properly a man^ he had not 
not the Jeellngs of a man, and therefore he 

« 

• Licuit et Valentino ex privilegio haeretico, carnem 
Chrifti rpiritalem cotnminifci. Quidvis earn fingcrc po- 
tuit, quifquU humanam credere noluk i quando (quod ad 
omnes di£tum ell) fi humaiia nou fuit, nee ex homine; 
lion video ex qua fubfkantia ipfe fe Cbriitus homincm et 
filium hominis pronunciarit. Nunc autem vultU pcct* 
dere hominem, veritatem ad vos loquutum* De Carne 
Chrifti fedi. 14, Opera, p. 3I9» 

sfto^Ev m ^tofofof ffofi vjppffVyiCaff^^ £p* 65. Operft, vol.j- 
p. 104. , / 

IS 
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is no proper example to us« cfpecially in 

bis fuflerings aad death, with refpedt to 
which his example is more partieukrly 
propofed to us ; and in ticne of perfiscu- 
tion this cooiideration was of the gmteft * 
jconfequence. As Origen fays, if Cbiiit 
fuffered nothing in his death, bow can his 
example be of any ufe to thofe who fuffer 
for righteouTnefs fake, if he only feemed 
to fuflfer, but really felt nothing 1*^." 
Sometimes, therefore, the whole fcheme 
of chriiUanity is fpoken of as defeated by ^ 
this dovilriae of the Gnoftics, fo thiit they 
are ranked with unbelievers, ixi^rely in con-^ 
fequencc of not believing the reality of 
Chrift's fufferings and death* Thus in the 
cpiftles afcribed to Ignatius, he fays, If, 
a$ fome atheifts, that is, unbelievers, fay, 
he fuffered in appearance only, it being 
only an appearance, why am I bound, 
why do I glory in fighting with beafts ? 

f k moyifmt ta EiWfCaoy I'lrmovot towctylo xpnfciff^W i^" 
«ifl^3w1i (u» ra cu^pomm^ ftom h 3biay}i mmsv^wmt Ad Ceif. 

* ^b.a. p. 77. 

I die 
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I die in vain*/' Alluding to the fame 
dodrine> be likevvife fays, . ** I endure all 

things, he who is a pcrfcft man ftrength- 

ening me "f* meaning* probably, that 
he ftrengthencd himfelf by the example of 
Chrift* Accordingly, we find that, in ge- 
neral, the Gnoftics avoided peVfecution. 
But before I confider their maxims and 
conduA in this refpedl, 1 fhall cite what 
we find in the New Tellament againft the 
opinion of CbrxiFs not having a real hu- 
man body. 

In whatever light the apoftles faw this 
doflrrine, it is evident, that they were much 
alarmed at it. This is particularly clear 
with refped to the apoftle John ; but Paul 
ieems to allude to this tenet of the Gnoftics 
in 2 Cor. xi. 4. where he fpeaks of the falfe 
teachers as preaching another Jefus than 
him that he bad preached* For in this 
fenfe the fame phrafe is ufed by fome of the 

* £i tfffv^ rmt adfm oiSbf , ii&nv oansw, Xeyitfto Swetv 

^fiOfxax^<^M ' ou^iav airii^mrm. Ad. 7 rail. feet. lO. p. 24. 

* fttivt Ad, Smym. fed. 36. p. 36, 

early 
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early chriftian writers, and indeed it does not 
appear that he could have any other mean-, 
ing ; as in no other fenfe did any perfons 
ever preach what could be called another 
y^fus. But a Jefus not confifting of flcfh and 
blood, or a Jefus whofe foul had been a fuper- 
angelic fpirit, was indeed a very different 
Jeius from him that Paul had preached, 
viz. a man like himfelf, and only diltin- 
guiihed by the peculiar prefence and power 
of God accompanying him. Alfo, what 
could Peter mean by faying that tho£e who 
brought in damnable herejies^ 2 Pet. ii. i. 
denying the Lord that bought them^ but the 
fame that Paul meant by preaching another 
Jefus, which implied a denial of the true 
Jefus ? If thefe peiions had been apoftates 
from chriftianity, they would not have 
been claffed with heretics, or have been 
mentioned as intcrinixed with chriftians. 

There can be no doubt, however, with 
refped to the meaning of the apoftle John ; 
as the bare recital of the palfages from his 
writings will evince. The doflrine of the 
Gnoftics concerning the perfon of Chrift 
was fo offcnlive to him, and it was fo much 



0 
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upon bis miody that he begms bis firfl: 
cpifllc, feemingly in a very abrupt manner, 
with the ftrongeft aU^iions to it. Thai^ 
which -was from the beginnings that which 
Hue have beard^ which w€ have Jem with 
out eyes^ 'which we have looked upon, u e; 
have clofely infpeded and examined, and 
ojur hands have handled^ of the word of life 
{For the life was manifejl, and we have feen 
it 9 and bear witnefs, and fhew unto you that 
eternal life "which was with the Father ^ and 
'Was manifejl to us) • That ivhici we have 
feen and heard ^ declare we unto yoUf &c. 

What coutd he mean by fpeaking of 
Jefus under the figure of life, ^ls a perfon 
who had beeii Jbeard, feen^ and even bandied^ 
£0 that they had the evidence of all their 
fenfes, btit that he wad really a man, had a 
real human body, and not merely the appear- 
ance of one; which, it is univerfally al- 
lowed, was an opinion that was entertained 
by many perions in his time. I (hall pro- 
ceed to give other extrad^s from the writ* 
ings of John, in which he alludes to this 
do£krtise of the Gnoftics, and ftrongly ex-* 
prelTes his difapprobation of it. 
. ' I John 

♦ 

■ 

* 

* 
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1 John iv« 1 . Beloved^ believe not every fpirit^ 
hut try the JpiritSj whether they be of God^ 
Becaufe many fdlfe teachers are gon^ out into 
the world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. 
Rvery fpirit that conjejji^s that Jtfus Chriji 
is come in the Jlejh (or as it might be ren- 
dered, that Jifus is Chr$Ji come m the fiefi3\ 
is of GoJ, And every Jpitit that confcjfes 
not that Jefus Qhrifl is come in the fiefb is 
not of God, And this is the JpirU of Anti^ 
chrijip whereof ye have heard that it fbouid 
come ; and even now already is it in the 
worlds Coming in the fiejby can have no 
other meaning than having real flefi, which 
many of the Gnoftics faid Chrift had not 
and comingy cannot here imply any pre- 
exiftent ftate, for then the flefh in which 
he came muft have pre-exiiled. 

2 John 7. For many deceivers art en-^ 
tered into the worlds who confefs not that 
yefus Chriji is come in the flejh. This is a 
deceiver, and an anticbrifi. The importances 
of holding the true dodrinc concerning the; 
perfon of Chrift, in oppoiition to thefe de- 
ceivers, he urges with great emphafis ia 
the "following vej*les« Look to yourfehes^ 

.1 that 
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that ye lofe not ihofe things nvbict ye bavc 

wrought, but that ye receive a full reward* 
Whofoever iranfgrejfetb; and abidetb not in tbe 
doSlrine of Chriji^ hath not God. He that 
abidetb in tbe do&rine of Chnjl^ be batb both 
tbe Father and the Son^ If there come any 
unto you^ and bring not tbis doStrine^ receive 
him not into your boufe^ nor bid bim God fpeed^ 
For be thai biddetb bim God Jpeed^ is a par^ 
taker of bis evil deeds* * 

Though I do not propolc. In this work, 
to enter into a critical examination of the 
meaning of particular texts of fcripture, 
yet as it has of late been firongly urged 
that the phrafe coming in the fiejh^ ufed by 
John in thefe pafTigcs, has a reference to ai- 
pre-exiftent ftate of Chrift, I fhall endea- 
vour to (hew that fuch a conftrudlion is ill 
founded. 

It has been faid that by this phraie, 
.the opinion that Chrift was truly a manb 
IS very aukwardly and unnaturally ex- 
preiTed. The turn of the expreiiiony 
. feeming to leading to the notion of a 
being who had his choice of different 
ways of coiniDg ^" and therefore is level- 

ied 

• « 
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' ^< led againft the Ebionites as well as the 
"Gnoftics." ♦ • 

On the contrary, I think the expreffion 
fufficientl}^ limilar to other Jcwifh phralcs, 
of which we find various examples in the 
fcripturcs, and that it may be explained by 
the phrafe partaker of fisjh and bloody He- 
brews ii, 14. If the word coming m\x^ ne- 
cefiarily mean coming from heaven^ and im- 
ply a pre-exiftent ftate, John the Baptift 
muft have pre-exifted : for our Saviour ufes 
that expreilion concerning him, as well as 
concerning himfelf. Matt. xi. 18, \i).John 
came neither eating nor drinking^ and they 
fay be haib a demon. The Son of Man came 
eating and drinking^ &c. It may alfo be 
aflerted, with more certainty ftill, concern- 
ing all the apoftles that they pre-exifted ; 
for our Saviour, in his prayer for them, re- 
fpefting their miflion, makes ufe of the 
term world, which is not found in i John 
iv. 2. where he fays, John xvii. 18. As 
thou hajl fent me into the worlds fo have I 

alfo fent them into the world. ' 

The phrafe coming in the Jlejh, in my 

opinion, refers very naturally to the doc<^ 

Vox. I. O . trine ^ 
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trine of the Gnoftics, who fuppofed Chrift 
to be a fuper-angelic fpirit, which de* 
fccoded from heaven^ and entered inio the 

4 

body of Jefus. The phrafe he that jhall 
£ome^ or who was to come (his coming hav- 
ing been foretold by the prophets) appears 
to have been familiar to the Jews^ to denote 
the MelTiah : but with them it certainly 
did not imply any coming down from hea^^ 
ven* becaule they had no fuch idea con- 
cerning their Mbiliah. 

. Beiides^ there is no trace in the epiiUe 
of John of any more than one herejy. He 
neither exprefsly iays^ nor hints, that there 
were two^, and part of his defcription of 
this one herefy evidently points to that of 
the Gnoilics ; and this herefy was as dif- 
ferent as poffible from that of the Ebio- 
nites* The early writers who fpeak of 
them mention them as two oppo/tte herefies^ 
icxifting in the iame early period i fo that 
it is very improbable a priori^ that the 
fame expreffion ihould be equally level- 
•* led at them both.*' Gnofticifm, there- 
fore, being certainly condemned by the apof- 
tle^ and not the dod;rine of the £bionite$<^ 

- I con- 
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I conclude, that in the latter, which is al- 
low^ed to have exifted in his time, he faw 
nothing worthy of ceniure; but that it 
was the dodrine which he himfelf had 
taught. If this apoflle had thought other* 
wife, why did he not ccnfure it uncquivo* 
cally, as thofe who are called orthodox now 
do, and with as much fevcrity. 

TertulUan maintained^ that by thofe who 
denied that Cbrijl was come in the Jlejh, John 
meant the .6noftic3f thongh he fays that by 
thofe who denied that Jefus was the Son of 
Godf he meant the Ebionites*. He had no 
idea that the former expre0ion only could 
include both. But as the Gnoftics main- 
tained that Jefus and the Cbrijl were dif- 
ferent perlons, tlic latter having come from 
heaven, and being the Son of God, whereas 
Jefus was the fon pf man only, the expref- 
fion of Jefus being the Son of God is as 
dircdlly oppofed to the dodrine of the 
' <}noftics as that of Cbriji comtng in the fe/b. 
As a proof has been required that the 
phraie coming in the flefh is defcriptive of 

* Dc Prjtf^riptione Hxreticoruoii fei^. 33. p« xi4. 

O 2 the 
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the Gooftic herefy only, and not of the 
unitarian dodlrine alfo, I would obferve, 
that it is fo ufed in the epiftie of Polycarp^ 
the difciple of John. In a paflage in this 
epiftlc, in which the writer evidently aU 
ludes to the Gnoftics only, he introduces 
this very phrafe, coming in the fl^Jh*„ Be^ 
*' ing zealous of what is good, abftaining 
•* from all offence, and from falfe brethren, 
<^ and from thofe who bear the name of 
Chfiil in hypocrify, and who deceive vaia 
men. For whofoever does not confefs 
that Jefus Chrifl is come in the flefti, he 
is antichrift, and whofoever does not 
** confefs his faffering upon the crofs, is 
from the devil ; and whofoever perverts 
the oracles of God to his own interefts, 
and fays, that there fhall be neither any 
refurre<3:ion, nor judgment, he is the 
** firft-born of fatan. Wherefore, leaving 
the vanity of many, and their falfe doc- 
trines, let us return to the word that 
was delivered from the beginning/' 
Had this writer proceeded no farther 
than the fecond claufe, in which he men<> 

* Sec fca. 6, Abp. Wakc'» tranflation, p. 55* 

tions 
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tions thofe who did not believe that Chrift 
fuffered upon the crofs, it mi -lit have been 
iuppofed, that he alluded to two clafles of 
men, and that the latter were different 
from thofe who denied that he came in the 
flcffi. But as he goes on to mention a 
third circumftancey vit,. the denial of the 
refurrcftion, and we are fure that thofe 
were not a third clafs of perfons^ it is evi- 
dent that he alluded to no more than one 
^nd the fame kind of perfons by all the 
three characters. I cuaclude, therefore, 
that the apoftle John, from whom the 
writer of this epiille had this phrafe, ufed 
it in the fame fenfe, and meant by it only 
thofe perfons who believed that Clirift was 
not truly man, i. e« the Gnoftics. 

It has been faid that the attempt to 
affign a reafon why the Redeemer fhould 
be a man, implies both that he might 
have been, without partaking of the hu- 
man nature, and by confequence that, 
y in his own proper nature, he was origi-* 
nally fomething different from man ; and 
that there might have been an expe£la- 
^\ tion that he would make his appearance 

0 3 * in 
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in fome form above the human/' But 
it is certainly quite fufKcient to account 
for the apoftle's ufing that phrafc coming in 
the fieJJ^y that in his time there aftually 
exifted an opinioa that Chrift had no real 
flefh, and was noL truly a man, but a being 
of a higher order^ which was precifely "the 
doitrine of the Gnoftics. That before the 
appearance of the Meffiah, any perfons ex? 
pedled that he would, or might come in a 
form above the human, is highly impror 
bable* 

A reafon," it is faid, ** why a man 
ihould be a man, one would not expert 
«* in a fober man's difcourfe." But cerr 
tainly, it was very proper to give a reaibii 
why one vvh6 was not thought 'o be pro- 
perly a man, was really fojf which is lyhat 
the apoflle has done. 

The very circumftantial account that 
John has given of the blood which, iifued 
from the wound ^n our Saviour's fide, could 
hardly haye any other meaning, than tq 
contradia the dodrine of the Gnoftics^ 
that he had not real fie(h and hlood, Johi^ 
acix, 34. But one of the folders with a Jpear 




Digitized by Google 



ChAI».. III. ^€nets of the Gnoftics. 1 99 

pierced his fide^ and fortbwith came thereout 
blood and water ^ And he that Jaw it bare 
record^ and his record is true ; and he 
inoweth that he faith true, that ye might 
believe. What could be the meaiiing of 
this Tcmarkably ftrong ,a0everation» but ta 
affare the world that Jefus had real blood, 
like ether men ? To the fame thing he 
probably alludes, when he mentions the 
blood by which Chrift* came^ as well as the 
water^ ijohn v. 6. T^his is he that came by 
water and blood, not by water only, hit by 
water and blood. Again^ and probably with 
the fame view, he fays, i John v. 8. Inhere 
be three that bear record, the Jpint, the water^ 
and the bloody and thefe three agree in one ^ 
the fpirit and the water, referring probably 
to Ills haptlfni^ and the blood to his death. 

With refped: to the other articles of the 
Gnoftlc creed concerning the pcrfpn of 
Chrifti viz* that 'Jfus was one being, and 
the Chrifi another, and that the proper 
Chrift came into Jefus at his baptifm, John 
alfo bears his Arongeii teftimony againA it ; 
and he lays no kfs llrcfs on a right faith 
\n this refpe^t than in the otherf 1 John ii. 

P4 21. 
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21. / have not written unta you becaufe ye 

know not the truths Out becaufe ye tuoiu i/, and 
that no lye is of the truth. Who is a liar^buf 
he that dcnieth that fefiis is the Chriji i He 
is antichrift that denietb the Father and ths 
Son. W bofoevcr denietb the Son, the fame hath 
not the Father. This alfo may explain what 
Peter meant by denying the Lord that bought 
them^ as it may be fuppofed that he meant 
denying Jefus to be the ChriA. i \s^Ti 
iv. ij. U h( fever Jhall confefs that Jtfus is 
the Son of God (which is equivalent to being 
the Chriji J God dwelleth in hiin, and be in 
God ; chap, v, 5. IF ho is he that overcometh 
the world, but he that believeth that Jefus is 
the Son of God. From the conclufion of 
John's gofpcl we may infer what feverai of 
the ancients have aflerted, viz. that he wrote 
it with a particular view to refute the 
Gnoftics* Chap. xx. 31. Thefe are writ^ 
ten that ye might believe that Jefus is the Son 
of God, and that^ believing^ ye might have life 
through his name* 



. . SECTION 
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SECTION VI, 

Qf the DoSlrine of the Gnojlks with reJpeSl 

to Martyr iom. 

obvious confequence of denying the 
reality of Chrift's fleih and blood wa$» 
that he. never really fuffered. This^ in- 
deed, the Gnoftics contended for, as his 
prerogative and excellence; thinking all 
the afFedions of the flefh reproachful to a 
being of his high rank and natural dignity. 
Some^ of them, rather than fuppofe that 
Chrift really fuffcred, faid that it was not 
even Jefus, but Cimon of Cyrene, who 
carried the crofs after him, that was hung 
upon it I and that Chrift, feeing this from 
^ diftance, laughed at the miilakc of his 
enemies, and then returned to his Father 
who had fent him. This notion . is by 
Theodoret afcribed to Bafilides 

?Kwl!», Hxr. Fab. lib. I. cap. 4. vol.4', p. 195. 

As, 
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As, in the opinion of the Gnoftics, 

Chrift did not really fufFer, wc are not 
fttrprized to find that, in general, they did 
not allow the obligation of martyrdom. 
IrcnjBus fays, that fbme of them defpifed 
the martyrs, and reproached them for their 
fiiflferings Clemens Alexandrinus fays, 
that fome of the .heretics argued againft 
martyrdoai, fiying, that the true mar- 
' tyrdom, or teftimony to the truth of God, 
was the knowledge of the true God ; and 
'' that he was a feif-murderer who coa«> 
*' fefled Chrift by giving up his life-f-/' 
In order to extenuate the merit oPmar- 
tyrdom, Bahlides maintained, that the mar-p 
tyrs not being perfcftly innocent, fuffcred 
no more than they defervedij:* But this 

* Et cum hapc ita fe habeanf, ad tantam temeritatem 

{l)rogrcf3j font quidam, ut ctiam martyrcs fpernant, ct vitur 
perent eos qui propter Domini confeflloiiem occiduntun 
Lib. 3« cap. SO* p*a47* 

fUffw MCfu^wtv,* Shern. lib.4. p. 481. 
t Cluip. Ale;(. fitrcin, 4, p. ^q6« 

• • he 
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he might hold, without denying the obii'- 
gation to die in the caufe of truth. 

According to Epiphaniu5» allb^ Bafilides 
JiclJ that martyrdom was unncccll^ry 
In the paflage quoted above from the 
cpiille of Poivcarp, there is an ajluCon 
to this doArine of the Gnoftic8» Every 
^* one who ihail not confcis that jclus 
Chi ill is come in the flcfli is antichriil, 
and whofoevcr (hall not confcfs the mar- 
tyrdom of the crols is of the devil, and 
whofoevcr fliall pervert the oracles of 
God . to his own luils, and fay there is 
neither rcfurrcdiun, nor judgment, is the 
firft^born of Satan -f*/' . Here is an enu-> 
meration of the principal^ at leafl, the moll 
obnoxious tenets of the Gnodlcs, who were 
the only heretics in that early age. 

la confequcncc of this maxim concern- 
ing martyrdom, the Gnoftics are laid to 

21* vol 1. p. jl. 

n lAw. £p« Ad. £p}i« fed. ; . p. 1 Sj. 

. have 
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have made no difficulty of eating things 
facrificed to idols» though nothing can be 
more exprefsly forbidden than thi$ pra<5tice 
is in the New Tcftament ; as it makes one 
of the four articles of things prohibited to 
the Gentile converts by an alTcmbly of all 
the apofUes, is moft pointedly argued againft 
by Paul, in his epillks 10 the Corinthians, 
and is likewife feverely reprehended in the 
book of Revelation. ■ • 

In the dialogue of Juftin Martyr, Trypha 
fays, that ** many who were called chrif- 
tians ate of things facrificed to idols, and 
faid there was no harm in it," But it 
appears by Juftin's anfwer, that they were 
Gnollics ^. irensus fays of the V alenti- 
nians, that, without diftindton, they ate 
of things facrificed to idols, not thini^ing 
themfclves defiled by theoj, and were the 
firft to attend the feaft^ in honour of the 
•* hcatlica gods -j^/* The Niculaitaas alio 

y, 7£yor/syw xfirtovftw, 'siuv^aafoijuu B^iuuf ta Ci^iw^o^'k, '^pai^ flC 

tiYdfjia^t . fsrt met9m tofaa^m tow fSyanr Tip^r; tig xi/xjjy T«f 
f^iiUiJvymfum'afMffwiaffu* Lib. x. cap. !• p. 30. 

Auftia 

I 

' 4 
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Auftin fays, facrificed to idols^ and did not 
oppofe the Gentile fuperftitions *. 

Upon thci whole^ this dod:rine of the 
non-obligatioa of martyrdom, and the prac- 
tice of facrificing to idols« is fo generally 
laid to the charge of the Gnoftics, and it is 
fo confonant to their other principles, that 
it is ioipoilibk not to give fome credit to 
the accounts. It is evident^ however, that 
the charge was not uiiiverfally true. Some 
Marcionites, in particular, had fo great a 
value for the gofpel, and held the obligation 
o! truth fp facredy that they fuffisred mar- 
tyrdom rather than renounce their profef- 
£on of chriftianity. In Eufcbius the Mar- 
cionites are faid to have boafted of many 
martyrs ^ ; and particular mention is made 
by him of one Afclepius, a Marcionitc 
martyr J. » 

* Hi nee ab iis quae idolis immolantur dbos fuos fepa* 
rant, et alios ritus gentilium fuperftittonum non adver* 
fantur. Catalogus Hasr. vol. 6. p. i|. 

atHovftelkiaD^fiBtm mt ofxo>£yw% Hitt. lib. 5. cap. l6. p. 232* 
X De Marty rib us Fal<;;iiiA£,«C9p. 10. p.. 4^6* 

■ 

We 
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We may learn from the New Teftament, 
that fome perfon^ profeifing chriftianity did 
jiw>t, for fome time at leaft, refrain from eat- 
ing things facrificed to idols, or fronfi for- 
nication. But though this might be from 
want of confideration, rather than from 
principle^ the apoftle Paul does not fail to 
expoilulate with them with peculiar ear- 
neitnefs on the fubjed:. See i Cor. x. 20. 
a Cor. vi. 16. See alfo what he obferves 
concerniog the neceflity of all who nfculd 
walk godly in Cbrijl jfefUSf Juffering perjc" 
cution, 2 Tim. iii« 10. with the enumera-* 
tion of his own fufferings in feveral places, 
which feems to allude to the contrary prin- 
ciples and pradices of others^ 

There are alfo perfons charddcrizcd by 
holding the doSlrine of Balaam f both in the 
fecond epiftle of Peter, the epiftle of Jude, 
and the book of Revelation 1 and in this 
bopk, chap. ii« 14. they are defcribed as 
teaching t6 eat things facrificed to idols, as 
well as to commit Jamicat ion. It is pro- 
bable, that they were all the fame clafs of 
perfons, and that they were GnoAics» who 
held thefe principles. The particular coni- 

mendation 
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mendation given to the martyr Aatipas, ia 
this book) ch. ii* i3« and the reproof given 
to the church of. Thyatira, for Suffering a 
perfon called 'Jezebel to teach, and to feduce 
perfons to eat things facrificed to idols^ cbap« 
ii. 20. (hews that there were of thcic Gnof- 
tics when that book was written. 

Alfo the folemn promife at the conclu- 
fion of each of the epiftles to the &vea 
churches, of efpecial favour to thofe who 
Ihoald overcome^ plainly points out the ob<^ 
ligation that chrillians were under to main- 
tain the truth at the hazard of their lives. 
Nothing can more clearly prove this obliga- 
tion on all chriftians, than our Lord's own 
doi^^rine and example. Matt. x. 39. He that 
findetb bis life Jhall hfe ii^ and be that lofetb 
bis Ife fir iny fake Jhall find it. But his 
own death, with refpefl: to which wc arc 
particularly exhorted to follow his example, 
is the ftrongell fanctioa that he could give 

to his precept 00 this head. 

Indeed, nothing but the fenfc of this 

obligation, to maintain the profeffion of 

our faith in all events, could have fecurcd 

tbe prevjileace of cbrifthioitj ia the worldt 

and 
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and have enabled it to triumph over all the 
obftacles that it had to encounter. No* 
thing elfe could have been io well calcu«<^ 
luted to give mankind in general fuch a " 
full perfuafion of the fincerxty of chriftians, 
and of their high iciik of the importance, 
of the gofpely and confequently, to procure 
a proper attention to its principles, and gain 
converts to it* 



SECTION VII. 

The C?ioJltcs Jijyaicved the Refurredtion^ 

L L the Gnoftics, without exception, 
from thofe who made their appearance 
in the time of the apoilles, down to the 
Manicheans, ditLdicvcd the refurredion. 
They held matter and the iody in fuch 
abhorrence, that they could not pcrfuade 
themfelves that the foul was to be incum^ 
bered with it any longer than in this life. 
But they did not» therefore, give up all 
belief of future rewards and punifliments. 
They believed the immortality of the foul ; 

and 

I* 

m 
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and that the ibul, divcikd of the body. 
Would be rewarded or piiniih^d aLcurding 
to the aftions performed in it. * Without 
this there could never have been any mar« 
tvrs at all amonjj them, as we' have feca 
that there were aiuon^ the Marclonues. 

However, the Jot^uiiic cf a i^Jurjcc-^ 
thn makes fo great a ri^:;ure \h the ehrif- 
tian fcheme, the Gnomes, or at leail Xuuie 
of them, did not venture to deny it in 
words; but they faid it was a figurative 
cx,j)rcirion, and cither related to the moral 
change produced in the minds of men by 
the preaching of the goipcl, or a riung from 
this mortal life to an immortal one, after 
the death of the body. According to 
Epiplunius, Ilicrax fnid that the rcfurrec- 
tton related to the foul, not to the body^, 
and the Manicheans faid that the death of 
which Paul wrote was a ftaie of fin, and 
the refurredion a freedom from ^n-f. 

H«r. 67. vol. I. p. joQ. 
t as«b, apU» ftm^ 9i(9 cOAo itfya # mm>J^ n ro m 

Iwttom, in I Co#. 15 Optra, vgl xi, p. 60^. 

Vol. I. P This 



1 
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This muft have been the dodrine taught 

by Hymenaeus and Philetus, whofe words 
Paul fays, 2 Tim* ii. 17. did eat as doth a 
canker, aad who erred concerning the trutb^ 
fay ing that the refurreSiion is pajfed already ^ 
and overthrew the faith of fame. It is 
pofublc, alio, that Paul might allude to 
this dodrine of the Gnoftics, when^ in the 
epiflle to the Coloffians, after fpeaking of 
their voluntary humility, worjinfping of an-- 
geU, intruding into things which they had not 
feen, vainly puffed up in their fejhly minds, 
ch. ii. 18 (which are evident characters of 
the Gnoftics) he added ver. 20. If ye be dead 
with Chrijl from the rudiments of the world, 
wby^ as though living in the world, are ye 
fubjeSi to ordinances I as if, arguing with 
them on their own principles^ he had faid^ 
If the death from which we are to rife, be 
merely a death of fin, why do you continue 
to live as men of this world only ? And 
again, ch. iii. j. Ifyc then be rifcn with 
Chriji^ feek thofe things which are above, 
'ichcre Chrijl fttetb on the right hand of God, 
i. e. If, as you pretend, the refurreftion be 
prilled already, and you be actually riiea 

again 
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again with Chrift, live in a manned agred^ 
able to this new and better life. 

But in the fifteenth chapter of the firfl 
epiiUe to the Corinthians, the apoille m-^ 
gues at large againft the dodrine of thcf 
falfe teachers in that churchy who held 
that the dead would not rife ; and there- 
fore he proves the doctrine of an univerfal 
refuricdtioa fiom that of Chrift, and ?in- 
fwers the objeAions that were made to it 
from its feeming natural impoffibility. And 
il evidently appears from the whole tenor 
of the apolile's difcourfe on this fubjed:^ 
as Well as from his confolatory addrefs to 
the Theflalonians, on the death of their 
chriftian friends^ that he. had no expe&a* 
tion of any future life at all but on the 
dodrine of a rcfurreAion* Jf the dead rife 
mt^ he fays, i Cor< xv, i6» then is not Chrijl 
raifed i and if Chriji be not raifed^ your faith 
is vain^ ye are yet in your fms. T^en they 
alfo uvfjo are f alien ajleep in Chrijl are pcrijhcd. 
If in this life only we have hope in Chrijl^ we 
are of all men mojl mferable. And againjr 
tcf. 32. If the dead rife noty let us eat and 
drink for to-morrow we die* In the wholeJ 

P a difcourfe 
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diicourie he makes no account of. he does 
iTot even mention, their dodrine of happi^ 
nefs or mii'ery without the body. 

But the moft extraordinary circnmftance 
is that, after this poiitive aiTertion, and 
copious illullratlon of the dodtrine of the 

refurre£tion» it ihould ftill continue to be 

denied by the Gnoilics, who were not 
without refpeft for his authority and writ* 
ingSi They even pretended that his writ- 
ings were in favour of their principles, 
Bardefanes appealed to the fcriptures, and 
propofcd to abide by them*. The chief 
advantage which they imagined they liad 
from the fcriptures on this fubjed, was 
from its being faid by Paul, that f,eft) and 
blood could not inherit the kingdom of God, 
I Cor. ;j£:v. 50. Ambrofe fays that the 
heretics who 'deny the refurrcdllon urge 
its being faid, that they do not rife in 
the flefhf /* The Marcionites alfo pre- 

azo y^a^ijv, rj ^s^cia-aitvmtur^M. Contra Marcioniias, p. io6. 

t Sicuti iili hacretici qui refurre^lioiiein carnb negant, 
ad dicipiendas ammas Itmplicium, dicunt, hb quia in 

carne oon refuiganr. De DivuiiUte Filii, lib. 1. cap» 3. 
Opera, vol, 4. p. 279. 

• tended 
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tcnJctI to prove fioia the fcriptiircs i\\.vt 
the body would not rife agaio, becaufe 
the proplicu and apoilles never men- 
tioned flcfti or blood in a future ftatc, 
but the foul only. David," they faid^ 
** fpc.ik^ of his foul beiiig delivered from 
deathv Thou wilt not leave my foul 
** in helU 1 hey alfo argued from 

God^s giving if a body as it flcjjed him\. 

It feems» therefore, that they thought 
that the grofs body being dropped in the 
grave, the foul would be clothed witli 
iboKChing which, though it migiit be called 
a tody^vf^^ uf an cLiicrial and fubtile nature, 
free from all the impcrfe£fcioo$ of the prefent 
body. And in tluj> ibcy have, in fome de- 
gree, the authority of the apoftle. But then, 
they held that whatever the change was* 
It took place at death^ and that what was 

mw jSk ^mfmn mju^t mm 4<0pig noooAowoi. 
Otigea Contra MarcioiutM, p. 136. 

P J com- 
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pommitted to the ground always remained 
there ; whsrcas , nothing could give any 
prooricty even to the term refurreBlion^ if 
the body that died did not live again, how 
improbable focvcr it may appear to us. If 
nothing of that, which dies is to appear 
again, in any future period of our exiftence, 
there may be a new creation of men, but 
there cannot be any proper refurreSlion, It 
fcems to have been in oppofition to any 
other refurredtion than that of a proper 
hod)\ that, in the epiftles afcribcd to Ig- 
natius, mention is made of the refurre<^ioii 
as being flejbly^ as well as fpiritual^^ 

As the refurredtion was denied, or ex- 
plained away, by the Gnoftics in the age of 
the apoftles, and they appear, from other 
circumf^ances to have been Jews, it fi?ems 
that their philofophy had prevailed over 
the principles of their former religion. 
This is the lefs to be wondered at, as the 
jSadducees^ a contiderable fed: ampn^ 

p. 38, 

Jews, 
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Jews> and fufficiently attached to their re-i^ 
ligion in other refpedts, did likevvife difbe- 
licve-thc refurredtion.. But then they dif- 
believed a future ftate in any forin, which 
the chriftian Gnoftics did not. 



SECTION VIII. 

Of the Imrnoralittes of the Gnojlicsy and th:ir 
Sentiments ,wstb RefptSl to Marriage^ 

'pJH B contempt with which the Gnoftics 
treated the body^ was capable of two 
oppoiite applications, and would therefore 
naturally operate according as perions were 
previoufly difpofed, or as they werQ in- 
fluenced by other principles. For either 
they would think to purify and elevate the 
foul by negledting or maberating the body, 
rigoroufly abftaining from all carnal grati- 
fications ; or, confidering the affediions of. 
the body as bearing no relation to thofe of 
the foul, they might think it was of no 
great or lafting confequence jvhether ti^ey 

P ^ indulged 
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indulged the body or not. It is well 

known that principles fimilar to theirs have 
had this twofold operation in later ages, 
leading fame to auftenty, and others to 

That the principles of the Gnoflics had^ 
in fail, the worll of thole influences in the 
age of th& apoftles, their writings fuffi-? 
c:ieiitly evidence; and though it pro* 
hable^that the irregularities pf the Gnoftics 
were in a great meafure repre^ed by thefe 
writings^, fo that v^e hear lefs complaint of 
thefe things afterwards i yet charges of this 
kind are fo generally and fo ftrongly urged]; 
and they are fo probable in themklves, as tQ, 
be entitled to fome degree of credit. In 
' the treatife afcribed to Herniary we read tha( 
fome thought *^ as the body was to periih, 
"it might fafely be abuf^d to luft */' 
Eufcbius faySj, that the Nicolaitans^ cor 

temporary with Cerinthus, but a fed; of 
f ^ no lon^ continuance^ ^yerp faid ^ to havf 

* Atquectiam videnc quando perfuadeatur tibi intcrire 
corpus hoc, et abutaris eo in.libidine aliqua. JLib. 3^ it^^ 
p. 106^ * . , . ■ 

^•thcif. 
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their women in commonvOh the maxims 

that it was lawful to abufe the flefh*/' 
But, perhaps, the mofl: unexceptionable 
' evidence iii this cafe ma/ be that of a hea-^ 
then philoiopher; and Plotirius reprefents 
the Gnoftics as ridiculing all virtue* But 
as he intimates that thQ goodncfs of their 
difpofitions might over-rule the influence 
gf their principles, it is poilible that the 
pnoftics themfelves might deny that fup- 
pofed tendency of their doiftrines •}•; It 
was alfo generally faid» and probably with 
foinc fouaddtion, that the calumnies of the 
heathens againft the chriAians, as addicted 
to criminal iadi|igenc6S> were occaiioned 
by the prances of the Gnoftics, who called 

* Anti^sdw yo^ siiau pan rm v^eiof rmtkif txeofn rq ftm rn dk 
mapaxpoiff^Mnti^apMtht* Hlft. lib. 3. cap. 25. p. i2'3. 

•j- O og iihij ill vtavuualipoVy tov ttj; TSpovaiag Ki/^<av, n'J «t3w 
1^ <rw ctf&m *m ot vovlo; tit aarsvpt^fteifm^ ro, re aufpovar ntk 

ysvcilo . cog re cuHoig KoicChsi'Trta'^ou tw Y^-.\y]v .t^ to 'Espi cuhg, )y tq 
« mm "sspzi cMai aa^paTms • -^cj to -nj; xp-^^i novov^ « fjutltfrn^ucru 

79 ttjh Hftnlw m rw hoyw ^ ihv* £n. lib. 9, cap. 1 3. p* 2 1 3. 

' themfelves 
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themfelves chriftians» and were not diftin- 
guiflied from other chullians by the hca« 
thens 

1 hat tiiolb who arc coofidered as beretks 
in the New Teflaaicnt were licentious in 
their mannerSt appears fromt a variety of 
paiiages. The apoiUe Paul» applying to 
his own times the prophecies concerning 
the apoftacy of the latter days, fpeaks, 
(a Tim. li; . t , &c.) of Ibmc who, bavimg tU 
form of godlinefsn denied the power of it^ being 
addi&ed to almoit every vice^ which he 
there enumerates, lie cxprcffcs this uitu 
equal clearnefs, chap. iv. 3. For the iim 
v/// come when they will not eudure /quhJ 
doSrine^ but^ after tbeir own lujls^ ibey will 
heap to themfelves teachers^ bavimg iiebing 
ears and tbcyf\ul /urn away tbcir ears from 
the truths and Jball be turned unto fables^ 

But the moit ihocicing picture of the 
irregularities of fome profefling chriftians, 
though, perhaps, in a ilate of feparattoa 

i3n« mrmxt^'fumK. Ettfeb. lib* 4, U't' 

2 from 
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from thofe who were termed catholic, is 
drawn by Peter in his fecond epiftle, and 
alfo by Jude, It is evident, that they are 
the fame pcrfons who arc dcfcribed by them 
both ; and one feature in the account of 
Jude feems to fix the charge upon the 
Gnoftics. He fays, ver. 3. It was needful 
for me to write unto you^ end exhort you ^ that 
ye would earneftly contend for the faith once 
delivered to the faints. For there are certain 
men crept in unawares^ 'mho were before of old 
pre-ordained to this condemnation ; turning the 
grace of our God into lafciviotifncfs^ and deny-* 
ing the only Lord God, and our Lord fefus 
Chriji. This denying of God and rf Chrifi in 
Jude, the denying the Lord that bought them 
of Peter^ and the denying that Chrijl is come 
in the fiejb, or that "Jfus is the Chrijl, of 
John, were probably phrafes of the fame 
import, as they nearly refemble each other, 
and then there can be no doubt of the per- 
sons fb defcribed being Gnoftics. 

It is pofiible alio that, by denying the only 
Lord God, Jude might mean their afcribing 
the making of the world to fome other being 
than the pnljr true God, vyhich was i\\^blaf* 

phemy 
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pbemy againji God with which the Gentile 
Gnoftics were, charged ; though this is the 
only circuailtance that can lead us to think 
that tlic apoftlcs had to do with any fuch 
Gnoftics. But this is very poi&ble, as 
there is no circumftance in this epiftle 
that (hews thefe particular Gnoftics to have 
been Jews ^ no hint being given of their 
bigbtted attachment to the law of Mofes. 
If the Gnoftics that' Jude alludes to were 
Gentiles, this may alfo have been the cafe 
with thofe of whom John writes. That 
they were the fame dcicnption of perfons 
there can be no doubt ; and even John fays 
nothing of their attach meat to the law, 

Alfo, the fame perfons whom John cha- ^ 
railerizes, by faying, they denied that "jejus 
is the Chrifly and that Chrijl is comt in the 
JleJIj^ he reprefcnts, | John iv. 5. as ^ the 
"World, znA [peaking of the 'wnrld*^ andYays 
that therefore the world bearetb them. It 
was, probably, in oppofit'ion to the licen- 
tious maxims of the Gnoftics, that John . 
enlarges fo much on the moral influence 
of true chriftianity in his firft epiftle \ as 
I John iii. 3, ficc. Every man that hath 

tbii 
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this hope in him purijielb bimfclf^ even as be 
is pure* IVbofoever cammiftetb firiy t ratify 
grejfetb alfo the law ^ for Jin is the traufgrefjion 
of the lazv. And ye know that he ^-iXjas mani^ 
fejicd to taks away fins^ and in bim is no fin^ 
IVbojhever abideth in bim finnetb not. V/bo* 
foever finnetb batb not feen bim, neither known 
bim. Little children^ let no man deceive you ^ 
be that doth rigbtcoufncfs, is rigbteous-y even 
as be is rigbteous. Wbofoever is born of God, 
doth not commit fin^ fox his feed remametb in 
him^ and be cannot Jin, becaufe be is born of 
God. 

Here feems to be an allufion to Ucentioua 
principles 9 as well as pradices« The deeds 
of the Nicolaitans^ who were Gnoflics, mea* 
tioncJ Rev. ii, 6. were probably fome im- 
purities, or vicious pradlices ; and as it 
fome times called the do^rine of the Nicolai^ 
tanSf as ver. 1 5. that is fpoken of with fuch 
abhorrence, it is probable that they vindi«i 
cated their praftices by their principles. 
BeiideSy vices would hardly be laid by the 
apoilles to the charge of men, as know a by 
a particular name, if they were not vices 
avowed by thoie who bore that name. 
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In general, however, it muft be a:cknow^ 

ledged, that the Gnoftics, at leaft thofe of 
a later period^ were advocates for bodily 
aufterity and mortification ; thinking the 
body, in all cafes, a clog to the foul, and 
that all lenfual indulgence, even fuch as was 
deemed lawful by others, had an unfavour* 
able operation* Saturninus, as Theodoret 
fays, taught that ^* marriage was the doc^ 

trine of the devil */' And we may . 
clearly petccivCj from PaQl's firft epiftle to 
the Corinthians^ and other parts of his 
writings, that (imilar principles were in- 
culated by the falfe teachers of his day. 
Hence^ probably, the qucftions about mar- 
riage propofed to him by the chriftians at 
Corinth, and bis decifion, Hcb. xiii. 4. that 
marriage is honourable^ and the bed undejiled. 

That he might allude to the GnoAics in 
the epiftle to the Hebrews, is not impof- 
fible, as they were Jevvidi Gnoftics that he 
had to do with, and they were ftrenoous^ 
advocates for the law of Moles j andagainft 
that part of their fyftem much oi the epiiilc 

Haer, Fab. lib. i. cap. 3. Opera, vol. 4. p. 194. 

is 
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it direded. But towards the conclafioiit he 
iceim to deicant upon other parts of it % 
and prcfently after the above-mentioned ob- 
fervatioD coDceroing marriage, he iays* Bt 

not carried about %iitb div^n unJ Jixange 
JoSrines^ which, no doubt, alludes to the 
GaolUcs, as in Omilar exprcluons, he cer-» 
thinly docs refer to them in various parts 
of his writings, 

1 liis dudrine of the prohibition of mar- 
riage, it is evident, that Paul thought very 
iU of, by his making it one of the charac- 
ters of the great apoftjcy of the latter times, 
1 Tim. iv. 3, Foriidding to marry^ and com-^ 
manding to abfiain Jium mcats^ v^r. 



SECTION IX. 

Of the Gnofiic Teachers giving LeSures fcr 

Money* 

^ H £ Gnoilics were not only peribas ad- 
diacJ lu ilic philulbphy of their times, 
(many of them being, as we may prefume 
from this circumftancc, in the higher claiTcs 

' of 
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of life) but having had the advantage of s 
liberal education » many of them had iludicd 
eloquence, and, like the philofophcrs aa- 
tiquUy, gave Ic^ures^ or harrangucSt for 
money. It has been fccn in the pall^gcs 
quoted from Origcn and others, that the 
preaching of the GnoAics was faid to be 
calculated to plcafc, rather th in to edify tJicir 
hearers, which was probably done by de-» 
livcring fuch difcourfes as Plato, and other 
philofophers did, who received money from 
their pupils. To this cuilom there are many 
altullons in the New TlILiiiicU, clpccially 
in the two epiftlcs of Paul to the Corin* 
thians, in which he oppofcs his own con* 
du6t (he having worked with his own hands 
among them, to n>aincain himieh, while he 
preached to ihem gratii) to ilut of thtic 
teachers, who made sgain of them. 

I hcy are thus defcrihed Titui u 9# 
thai be (viz. the billiop) mr.y te ahU by 
found JoHrinep hoib to exhort^ snd io eotivimce 
the gainfaycrs^ For there are many unrul/ 
and vain taikers^ end deceivers ^ efpecialiy they 
of the cucumctji^n^ "Uibfe months mnfi bg 
f'Pped^ "^Lo Jh. I x^b-M bvujii^ u aching 

tl:^£s 
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things ivh'tch they ou^ht not ^ for JUthy lucres 
faJte. Thofe alfo who» Peter fays (2 PeL 
iL ig &c.) brought in damnable berejies^ ^« 
nying the Lord that bought them^ did like- 
wife tbrmsgb coveteoufnefs mtb feigned words^ 
make mercbandijc of tbeir bearers^ 



SECTION X. 

Of the refractory Dijpojkion of fome of tbe 

GnoJHcs. 

^ H £ R £ ii another circumiUnce which 
diilia^uiilicd the Jcvviih Gnofiies of the 
apoftles times, and perhaps thoiie of no 
other, which was the iu^h fcofe they had 
of the dignity of their nation, their averfion 
to tiie Romao government^ and indeed to all 
fubordiiuCiuu. On this account the apof-* 
ties frequently orged the neoeffity of a doe 
fubje&ion to fuperiorSt and the propriety 
of prayer being made for all men, as for 
kings, fcc« This Paul particularly en- 
juioi^ Timothy with rcfpo^ to the church 

Vouh <^ •« 
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at Ephefus, where there were many GDof- 
tics, I Tim.ii. i. Itxbori^ iberrfare^ firjl of 
al/f that fupplicatms^ prayers^ tnterceffiontf 

and giving of thanks ^ be made for all men : for 
%ingsy and for aU that art in authority. The 
fame charge he gives to Titus (chap.iii. i) 
Put ibem in mind to be fuhjeS to principaHtieSj 
and powers^ to obey magijlraies^ &c. Peter 
alio Ipeaks of them (2 Pet, li. 10) as defpifers 
of governmenU prefumptuous^ ftlf^willed^ not 
afraid to fpeak evil of dignities ; and ver. 19. 
Mpromifing men liberty. Jade alfo defcribel^ 
them (ver. 8) as defpifng dominion^ and fpeak^ 
ing evil of dignities. 

This .promife of liberty they might ex*^ 
tend to the Gentile chriftians ; and for 
this reafon the apoftle Paul might think it 
neceiTary to urge the obligation of chriilian 
flaves to coiltinae in fubjeftion to their 
mailer s> i Tim. vi. i. Let as many Jlaves as 
are under ihc yoke, count tbelr o'lJijn 7}uijlers 
worthy of all honour ^ that4he name ofGod^ and 

his doctrine be not blafpbemed, If any man 

teach otherwife (from which it is evident, 
that fome had done fo) and confent not to 
wMefome njooris, even to the words of our 

fjord 
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Lord Jefus Chriftf and to the doSlrinc which 
is acccrdk^ U gadlmefs^ be is ptoud^ knowing 
nothings hut doaiitig about quejlions^ and Jirijes 
of wordsf &c* Thi8 circomftance clearly 
macks the GDofUcs^ and theifefore makes ic 
highly probable, that the other do^rine^ 
isonqormng freedom from fervitudej was 
lai^ht .by the fame perions^ 

■ 

SECTION XI. 
Cf public Worjhip among the Gnqjlics* 

the Gnoftics were philofophlcal amd 
fpeculative people, and affed:ed xe&nt^ 
ment, they did not make much account 
oi^ public worjhip J or of pofitive infti* 
tutions of any kind. They are faid to 
have had no order in their churches. We - 
4I0 not hear much of their having regular 
biihops among them i and, making them-* 
felves hy this means much lefs confpicuous 
than other chriitians, they were not fo 

much 
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much expofed to perfecution, even though 
they had not been difpofed to make im<> 
* proper compliances in order to avoid it. 

A particular account of the diforderl/ 
Aate of church difcipline among the Gnof- 
tics may be feen in Tertullian. He de« 
fcribes it as without dignity, authority^ 
or ftri&nefs. It is uncertain^"' he iays, 
who is a catechumen^ or who one of 
"the faithful, as they all attend the 
" worlhip, hear, and pray in common* 
They are all conceited, and promife to 
inftrudl others. They are proficients 
before they are properly catechumens. 
How noify are their women, how they 
have the aflurance to teach, to difpute, 
exorcife, undertake cures, and perhaps 
" baptize.' Their ordinations are hafly, 
light, and inconflant. Sometimes they 
** advance mere novices, fometimes perfbns 
engaged in fecular buiinefs, and fome- 
tiii)es apoftates from us. To-day one man 
" is the bifhop, tomorrow another. To-day 
" he is a deacon, who to-morrow will be a 
** reader. To-day he is a preibyter, who 

••tomorrow 

>■ ■ ■ 

Digitized by Gi 



Ch AP« IIL Tenets of the Gnoftics* 829 

to-morrow, will be a layman ; for they 
impofe on the laity the functions of the 
clergy^ They have no reverence for 
their clergy. Many of them have no 

churches, &c.* 

In an epiftle afcribed to Ignatius, we 
read that fome abftained from the £u- 
charift, and from prayer, becaufe they did 
not acknowledge the Eucharift to be the 
flefh of the body of our Saviour Jefus 
Chriil, which fuffered for our lins^ and 
which the father in his goodnefs railed 

* Non omittam ipfius etiani converfationis bseretlcae 
defcripdonein quam futilis, quam terrena^ quam humaaa 
fit, finq gmitace, fine anihoritate, fine difciplina^ ut fidei 
fuse congruens. In primis quts catecfaumenus, quis fideli?, 
incertum eft ; pariter adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter 
orant.-r-Oiiines tument, omnes fctcntiam pollicentur. Ante 
fimt peifedi catechumeni quam edo^. IpAe mutieres 
hxretica? quam procaces, quae audeant docere, contendere, 
cxorcifmos agere, curatiqaes repromiuere, forfitan et tin^ 
gere* Ordinattones eorum temerarie, leves, inconfttuites. 
Nunc neophytos conlocant, nunc rae<;uio obilri^os, nunc 

• 

apoftatas noftros. Alius hodie cptfcopus, evas alius ; hodie 
diaconus qui eras ledor ; hodie pre(byter qui eras laicus ; 
nam et laicis fxcerdotalia muncra injungunt. — Ncc iuis 
prxildibus reverentiaia noverint. Plerique nec ecclefias 
habent^ ^c* De Praefcriptiotie, fect.41. p.217. 

0^ 3 " 
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*' up.** •* It is proper/' therefore/' he 
fays. to abftain from fuch, nor fpttk of 
them in private, or publicl) , but attend 
to the prophets, and efpecially the go& 
pel, in wiiicii the iuiicriog (of Cbrilt) is 
manifcft to us, and the rcfurrcdtion com- 
*^ pleted, and avoid diviiions as^ the prin-* 
cipal beginning uf evils*.** Clemens 
Alexandrinus fpeaks of the herefy of Prodi- 
cus who rejeded prayer -f. Origeo alio ixf% 
there are iuuic who lay that men ought 
not to pray, admitting of no extermi 
^* figns, uiing neither baptiimi nor the 
Lord^s fuppcr j perverting the fcrtp- 
turca, iaying that Something eUb itM 
^* prayer is meant by them^.** 



yt^itt, iy» TC vo^^ 0ia0^»iatt, n wgr atfif rAa n»ia * '^H^ 
fUfmim fmfjfAf mifx^mmm. Smjr* kBu 7« p. 37. 

fci^'ia. Stran* 7* p.7aa* 1 
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As many of the Gaollics thought that 
Chrift had no real body, and therefore had 
flot proper flelh or blood, it fhould feem 
that, on this account, when they did cele- 
brate the cucharift. they made no ufe of 
wnt, which reprefents the blood of Chnft, 
but of •water only. Clemens, Alcxandrinus 
fpcaks of fomc who ufed water only in the 

• cucharift, and they were evidently Gnoftics, 
or heretics who liad quitted the church *. 
With a view to this, Cyprian orders that 
vine be ufed in the eucharift, and not 
water f. Chryfoftom fays, that " Chnft 

Oratione, fed. 15. , n »i 

T«A« 

g,,(lipemr». Stron». Ub. i. p. 3'7- 

TAdmonito. aatem fci., «t in cal.ce offerendo 
Dominica traditio fervetur. nequ. &* a nob» quam 
*n pro nobi. Dom««s prior fcccrit- « «1« qm m 

• raqr«ft«tiq-e,fedvinam. Non poteft v,dcn fea- 
rs ejus, quo rLmpti et viviftcati to. effe m cal.ce, 
^1^0 V num dcfit «Uci, quo Chrifti «ftcncl.^^» 
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*f drank wine after his rcfurrc<aion, in order 

to eradicate the pernicious hcrefy of thofc 
<^ who ufed water . inftea^d of wine, ib the 
** eucharill 

It is not improbable, however, but that 
many of the Goodies might decline the ufe 
of wine in the celebration of the eugharift, 
on account of their abftaining from wine, 
altogether, as a part of their fyftem of bo<-- 
dily aufterity. Such, fays Beaufobre, were 
the principles of the Encratites, who ab- 
Aaii^ed froni wine, fleib pieat^ and mar- 
riage ^f. 

We have fewer accounts of what th^ 
Gnoftics thought or did with r^fpe^ t^. 
baptifm^ but it feems that fome of them at 
leaft difufed it. TertuUian fpeaks of the 
Cajanan herefy, as excluding baptifm |. 

qui, fcriptunurum omnium iacnunento 99 t^flimonio, effi^. 

fus praedicatur: Epift. p. 

vunifav iz^Qo^i^w ammf • «5rfi3>j JtJ tw^ nn or ^ vSfajk 
K^X^H-m^. In Matt. 26. Opera, vol. 7, p,700,' 
t Hiiloire de Manicheifm^, voi.2« p«7^* 
X Atquc adeo nuper conveifata iftic qusedam de Caiana 
bsrefi vipera vcnenatiflima dodrina fua plcrofque rapuit, 
in primis baptifmum d^ftrucus, De Baptifmo, fea, !• 

Opera, p. aa^t 

Valentinq5, 
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Valentinu$> . Jerom fays, pleaded for • two 
baptifms*. But what he aieant by this 
does not appear. Perhaps he might fay 
that there was a fpiritual baptifm, as weli 
as a carnal one, and that the former fuper^ 
feded the latter, which is the doi^rine of 
the Quakers. 

The Gnoftics did not reject the fcrip* 
tares 5 but, as I have already {hewn, they 
appealed to them,' and defended their doc- 
trines from them. But as they did not 
confider them as written by any proper 
infpiration, they feem to have thought 
themielves at liberty to adopt what they 
approved, and t6 negleift the reft ; with* 
put difputing their gqnuinenefs. This, 
indeed, was not peculiar to them, but fccms 
to have been a liberty taken by other pri- 
mitive chriftians, who, living near the times 
of the great tranfai^ions recorded in the 
gofpel hiilory, might think themielves as 
good judges with refpcft to them, as thofe 
who undertook to write hiftories* Thus 
the Ebionites made no public ufe of any 

* Unum biptifina et contra Valentinum facit, qui due 
b^ptifma^ elTc cpntendit. In £ph. cap. 4, Opera, vol. 6. 

^ Other 
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other gofpel than that of Matthew, though 
they iinght eafily have had the other gof- 
pels» and the reft of the books of the New 
Teftament, tranflatcd for theii: ufe i and it 
aj>p€af s from Jerom, who faw that gofpel 

uied by them, that it was not exadly the 
fame with pur copies. It is well known» 
that their copies of Matthew> gofpel had 
not theftory of the miraculous conception > 
and they alfo added to the hiftory fuch cir-* 
cumftaaccs as they thought fufficiently au^ 
thenticated. No fefs liberty wa$ taken by 
the Gnoftics. Cerinthua, fays Philafter, 
enjoined the obfervance of the Mofaic law, 
rejeaed PaoU ^ admitted the gofpel of 
Matthew only, agreeing with Carpocrate^ 
with refpeft to the nativity of Chrift*. 

Making any alieraiian in the books of . 
fcripture was called corrupting them 5 and 
this^ no doubt, was done by the Gnoftics, 
but tiiey could not thereby intend to impofq 
their alterations upon the world, as the 

* Carpocras— Chrifluin de ferpine Jofcph natum arbt* , 
tratur. Ccrinthus fucceffit huic errori, docens de genera- 
tione itldem falvatoris, docet circumcidi ct fabbatizari^ 
apodolum Paulam non accipit— Evangelium fecundum 
Matth«um folum accipit^ &c. Bib. Pat. vd. 5. p. 15* 

genuiaQ 



Digitized by Goo^^Ic 



i 



Ch AF. ill. Teneii of tb^ Qnojiics^ ^35 

genuine writings of the apoiltes % ibr that 
they muft have known to be impoffiblc. ' 
It is, therefore, rather to be fuppofed, that 
they retained puly fuch parts of them as 
they thought the mpft ufeful 5 and in this ' 
ihey would naturally be biafled by their pe<^ 
jculiar principles. 

This charge of corrupting the fcriptures 
does not affedt all the Gnoses. \ know 

of none," fays Origen, who corrupt 
• the gofpel, except the difciples of Mar- 

cion and Vafentinus, and thofe of Lu-^ 
M cian The Marcionites," fays Chry, 

foftom, ufe only one gofpel, which they 

abridge, and mix as they pleafe 
What were all the particulars of MarcU 
on*s alterations of the gofpel, we are not 
informed, but he began the golpei of ]L«uke 
with the third chapter, thus, " la the 15th 
year of Tiberius Caefar and this was 

* Melaxfltpaipcvlas h ro euafyehotv a>0^<; hK oioa ti tus aTTo Mofi' 
put-off ^ mi emo OtuO^itkmf 0^ *nf am A^maiih . Ad* 
Celf. lib.2. p. 77. 

-f- Ouh yap tsapa^exovl^ ivafyOuraf afxaxla<i. ooo^ tva fiovw, 
^Icvmpmo^^lH wrxfavhs etsf^n^^* In Gal. i. Opera, 
vol. 10. p. 97 1« 

X Taula 'mavla 'SS£pMo4^ aTTETTri^YXTi y apx^^^yi ivalyO^a ila^ 
vauhf, — Ey t» mtylaaihxalu siu Ti'Stpa iLaurap^-, £piplu|* 

IUU8| Ha6r«4af Opera, vol* i. p. 312. 

Z owiag 
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owing to his not giving credit to the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception^ contained in 
the two firft chapters. 

We could not, however, have concluded 
from this omiflion, that Marcion thought 
them not to have been written by Luke, 
if be had not exprefsly maintained this, as 
we are informed by TcrtuUian, who, fpeak-* 
ing of the two copies of Luke's gofpel, his 
own, and M^rcion's, fays, I fay that mine 
is the true copy, Marcion that his is fo« 
I affirm that Marcion's copy is adulte- 
" rated; he, that mine is fo*." He adds, 
|bat his own copy was the more ancientj^ ' 
becaufe Marcion himfelf did for fome time 
receive it. But this he might do till, on 
examination, he thought he faw fu^cient - 
reafon to reject it. Cerinthus, Carppcrates, 
and other early GnoAics, rejci^ed the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, as well as 
Marcion and the £bionite$\ 

* Ego meum dico venim, Mardon fuum* Ego Mar- 
cionis afiirmo adulteratum, Marcion meum. Adv. Mar- 
cionem* lib. 4. cap. 4. p. 415. Quod vero pertinet ad - 
cvangelium interim Lucs^-^-^adeo antiqdius Mardooe 
eft ttt et ipfe ill! Mardon aliquando crcdiderit. Ibid. 

CHAP. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

7be Gnoftics were the only ^Heretics in early 

times. 

TT appears from the evidence of all anti- 
quity, that the Gnoftics were always 
confidered by other chriftiaos as heretics i 
and though there were of them in the 
church of Corinth, and alfo in that of 
Ephefus, and other churches at firft^ they 
cither (bon feparated themfelves from the 
communion of other chriftians, or were ex-^ 
pelled from it^ fo that when the apoftle John 
wrote they were a diftind body of men, dif- 
. tinguiihed by peculiar names. It is eaiy to 
£hew,from ecclefiaftical hiflory, not only that 
the Gnoftics were coniidered as heretics^ but 
that they were the only perfons who werecon- 
fidered in that light for two or thi'ee centu* 
ries after Chrift. But before I enter on the 
proof of this, it may not be aqiifs to make a 
few obfervattons relating to berefy^ and the 
ideas of the ancients concerning it. 

SEC- 
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SECTION h 
Of Hertfy in generaL 

RE8Jr properly iigniiies a dhifion^ or 

JcparatwHy and therefore was ufed tO 

exprefs si part detached from a large body 
of men. In this cafe^ the larger body, or 
majority, would, of courfe, entertain an un- 
favourable opinion of them 1 but the mi-* 
nority, without denying that they were 
heretics, or the minority, would not think 
tlicmfelves fubje£t to any juft .opprobrium 
on that account. Thus, while the chriC* 
tians were the minority among the Jews^p 
and were confequently confidered as herQM. 
tic$, Paul fays, A&s xxiv« 14. According t6 
the way which tkcy call herejy^ Jb uoorjhip I 
fbe God of my fathers. As heretics, wef 
alfo find that the chriilians were caft out 
of the Jewifti fynagogues (which was a 
pattern for the chriftian excommunica,*' 
tions) and yet it appears tliat^ for fome 

timei 
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time, . chriftians were admitted info the 
fynagogues, ^ad^ allowed to preachy and 
difputc in them. 

Thus we find it to have been the cuftom 
of Paul, in all his apoilolical journeys, to 
begin with teaching in the Jcwifli fyna- 
gogues, and th^t he continued £0 to do^ 
till, oa account of their coming to no agree- 
ment, he was cither denied that liberty, 
or withdrew of his own accord. This 
was the cafe at Ephefus, where he firft 
preached three months in the Jewiih iy« 
nagogue, but then left it, Ads xix. 8* 
And be went into the Synagogue^ and JPake 
boldly for the Jpace of three months^ dijputing 
and perfuading the things concerning the king'^ 
dom of God* But when divers wre bar-^ 
dened and believed not^ but fpake evil of that 
way before the multitude^ he departed from 
them^ and feparated the difciples difputing 
(or difcourling) daHy in the fcbool of one 
Tyrannus. * • 

In like manner, when the Gnoitics be-* 
gan to diftinguifli themfelves, and to b© 
trottblefame in chriftian churches, in which 

they 
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they had been tolerated for a time, they 
either feparated of themfelveSj or were ex* 
pelled. Paul tolerated them for fome time 
at Corinth, and only gave orders for the 
excommunication of the iaceftuous perfon. 
who is generally fnppofed to have been at 
the head of that party in the place ; and at 
Ephefus, he contented himfelf with ex- 
communicating Hymeneus and Alexander* 
I Tim. i. 20. 'As Hymeneus denied the 
refurreAion, as appears from 2 Tim* ii.* 18, 
it is probable that Alexander did fo too> 
and therefore, that they were both excom- 
municated as Gnoftics. 

Paul's diredions to Titus were general, and 
decifive, requiring him to rejed heretics aftei^ 
the firfl: or fecond admonition only ; hav* 
ing perhaps, from a more perfed: knowledge 
of their char^d:er, and a longer acquaintance 
with their conduct, found that there was 
bui little proipcdi of conviiicing them, and 
therefore thought that the fooner they were 
eutirely feparated from the fociety of cbrif- 
tians the better. That they were Gnoftics, 
and Gnoftics only» concerning whom he 

gave 
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gave thefe direftions, is clear from the 
context, which I lhall therefore recite, 
Titus iii. 9. But avoid foo/ijh quejlions^ 
and genealogies, and contentions^ and Jirivings 
about the law, for tkcy are unprojiiable and 
vain. A man that is an heretic ^ after the Jirji 
and Jecond admonition^ reject ^ knowing that he 
that is fuch is fubverled, and fmneth^ being 
condemned of himfelf. He here probably 
alludes to the profligacy of fome of the 
Gnoftics, which he imagined they could not 
but themfelves think to be blameable* As 
to mere opinions, wo perfon can aidlually 
hold any one, and at the fame time think 
it to be wrong, fo as to condemn^ himjef 
for holding it ; and indeed thofe practices 
which men really think to be juftified by 
their opinions, they muft themfelves con- 
iider as innocent^ whatever others may 
think uf them. 

With refpeift to doSlrines, this is a piece 
of juilice that Evagrius very candidly does 
to the heretics, after the feparation had 
continued a long time. No heretics,'' he 
fays, " meant to blafpheme, but all thought 

Vol. I. R « their 
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their opinion to be preferable to that of 
thoic who went before them*." 
In the time of the apoftle John, the 
Guollics feem to have been entirely fe- 
parated from the church ; and it Aould 
ieem that tliey had generally retired of their 
own accord,- as may be collected from 
i Johnii. 19, ^hey v^mt- out from us, iut 
they were not of us for if they, bad been of us,, 
they wmid no doubt have' continued wit A us 
bus tbey went out, that tbey might be made 
man f eft that they were not edl of us. That 
theie perions were Gnoihcs, is evident from 
the context. For in the verfe preceding, 
he had fpoken of there being many anti^ 
chrijls, and in vcrfc 22, he had defined 
antichrift to be one who denied that Jfus 
is the Chriji, which is well known to be. 
a Gnoftic dodrine. 

It appears, however, from the book 
of Revelation, that there were excep- 

^emu^ liifi. lib, !• cap. ix. p« a6j. 

tions 
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tioBS to this cafe, and that* Gnoftics' were 

not abfolutely excluded from all churches. 
There were Nicolaitans in the church of 
Pergamos, as well a$ others who did not 
come under that particular denomination; 
for the Gnoftics were very e^rly divided 
into a variety of feds and pafties. Such 
perfons alio there were in the church of 
Thyatira, Rev. ii. 14, 15^ 204 As chiif<* 
tians had no creeds in thofe days, any per- 
fon openly profi^lling chriiUanityt might be 
a member of a chriflian church ; and if 
he did not make himfelf troublefome hj 
propagating offenfive opinions, would cer* 
tainly be allowed to continue in it« For 
this has been the cafe in all ages. Afters- 
wards the creed to which every pcrfon gave 
his alTent at baptifm, was fo framed as pur- 
pofely to exclude the Gnoftics, and then 
the feparation was complete, as will bp 
Ihewn in its proper place. 

In later times, wtien there was a ftill 
greater diver fity of opinion among chrif* 
tians, the definition of a heretic came to be 
much more difficult, as is acknowledged by 
Auftin. y Every crror^' he fays, ** is not 
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" herejy, though all hcrefy, which confifts 
in vice, mull be an error. What it is, 
** therefore, that makes a heretic, cannot, 
«* I think, be ftridly defined, or at leaft not 
without difficulty*/' 
At length the role in which chriftians 
acqniefced with the moft fatisfadion, was to 
define that to be orthodox which was re- 
ceived in thofe great churches which had 
been founded by the apoftles, fuch as thulc 
of Rome, Antioch, and Jerufalenoi. Irenxus 
ftrongly urges this topic, faying, that the 
Valentinians were not before Valentinus, 
nor the Marcionites before Marcion, &c.-f- 
This is the Jhort method taken by TertuUian, 
in his treatife De- Prafcriftione^ the great 

* Non enim omnis error hserefis eft, quamvis, omnts hie- 

rifis qujc in vitio ponitur, nifi errore aliquoliasrcTis cffc non 
poilit. Quid ergo faciat hxrcticuni, reguiari quadam defi- 
nitiose comprebendi ftcut ego exiftimo, aut omniho non 
potcll, aut difficillime poteft. Index Haerefiuxn, Picf. 
Upcra, vol. 6. p. II, 

t Ante Valentmum entm non fuenint, qui funt a Va- 
lentino jicque ante Marcionem erant, qui funt a Mar- 
Clone; neque omnino erant reliqui fenfus maligni, quos 
fepra enumeravimus, antequam initiatores et inventor^s, 
perreifitatb eorum fierent. Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 206. 

princi pie 



« 



Digitized by Goo^^Ic 



Chap. IV.. the only Heretics. 245 

■ 

principle of which is thus briefly exprelTed 
by hitnfclf, That is the true faith, which 
*^ is the moft ancient, and that a corruption 
"which is aiodera*." But then to de- 
tcrnjiine what was ancient, and what was 
modern, he appeals to the tenets of thofe 
churches, or rather the bifhops and clergy 
of thofe churches, at that tiaic, without 
confidering what changes had, in a courfe 
of time, been gradually and infenfibly 
introduced into them-f-* In this man- 
ner, however, berefy^ and novelty came to 
be con&dered as fynonymous. Thus the 
term Ka.ivoloiJ.t<t feems to be ufed by Atha- 
naiius:}:. Without attending to this cir* 

* Id eflfe verum quodcumque piimum ; id efib adulterum, » 

quoJcumqut; poitcnus. Aci Prax. feci. i. p. 50I. 

f Qui4 autern pr2edicaverint,id eft, quid illisChriftus rcj- 
velaverit, et hie praefcribam non aliter probari debere, nifi 
per eafdem ecclefias, quas ipfi Apoftoli condiderunt, ipii eis 
praedicando, tarn viva, quod aiunt voce, quam perepiitolas 
poftea. Si hxc ita funt, conftat proinde omnem do^irtnam, 
quse cum iUis ecclefits ApofloHcis, matrictbus et ortgina- 
libus fidci confpiret, veritati deputandam ; fine dubio tcnca- 
tem quod Ecciefiae ab Apoftolis, Apoitoii a Chriiio, Chrif- 
tus a Deo accepit. De Praefcriptione fefb* 21. p. 209. 

CaOf Sabd, Opera^ vol. i. p. 654* 

R 3 cumflance 
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camftance, we fhall often be mifled in read- 
ing ccclcfiaftical hiftorjr* For it is not un-» 
tifual with hiftorians to fpeak of an opinion 
as ?iewy when they thcmfelves have laid 
that was adopted from fome other perfon. 
Of this I fliall, in its placOt give feveral 
inftances. 

In later times berefy 9ame to be diilin- 
guiflicd from Jchijm by the former figni- 
fying a wrong opinion, and the Utter 
an adtual reparation from the communioa 
of the catholic church , though on dny 
other account* Thus Jerom defines (he 
words *. 

As the great body of Qnoftics had no 
communioa with the catholic church, this 
very want of communion, on the principle 
above-mentioned, was alledged as a deciiiv^ 
argument againft them. Heretics," fajr« 
'I'ertullian^ have nothing to do with our 
difcipline. The very want of commu- 
nion with us (hews they that are foreign 

• * Inter haeredm et fchifaia hoc intereiTe arbitramur, quod 
luerefis perverfum dogma habeat : fcifma propter epifco- 
pakfn diflcndonem aj) ecclefia pariter feparet. Opera, 
yol. 6. p. 2P9. 

\ 
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"tons*." Whcn.hercfies and fchifms 
" rofe afterwards," fays Cyprian, they let 

up fcparate conventicles to themfelves, 
^* and left the head and origin of truth f . 
And again, If heretics are chriilians, why 

are they not in the church of God 
Heretics are alio fpoken of as out of 
the church by Eulebius §. " Dionyfius,*' 
fays Athanafius, was no heretic, becaufe 

he did not fcparate himiclf from the 

church II /* It feemed proper," fays 
Baiil, from the beginning, to reje£t4iere-» 

tics entirely *♦ Every heretic/' fays 

* Uxretici autem nullum habent confortium tioftras 
difctplin^, quos extraneous uttque teftatur ipfa ademptio 

i:oaimunicationis. De Baptifmo, fe£t. 15. p. 230. 

♦ 

t £t cum baereies et fchifmata poft modum nata fuot 
dum conventfcula iibi diverla conftttuunt, veritatis caput 

atque originem reliquerunt. Opera, p. 112. 

X Haeretici Cbri(liani funt, an non I fi Chrifliani funt : 
<ur in ecclefia Dei non funt. P. 234. 

pe/ropmrnff^ 'mole, Hift. lib. 5 cap. 20. p. 238* 

tentia DIonyiii, Opera, vol. i. p. 550, 

9 Aifmif ii£r79( ampfwrfuinift 3^ not ceSki/rnfmmif 

*l&uf a^iiivrcu^ Ad Amphiloch. £p. Opera, vol. 3. p. 20« 

R 4 Jerom, 
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Jerotn, is born in the church, but is caft 

out of the church, and fights againft the 
** church*." Auftin alfo fays, ** As foora 

as any herefy exiiled, it feparated itfdf 
*^ from the catholic church -j-.*' 

This being the cafe, according to the 
uniform Icllimony of all antiquity, in every 
period of it, it may be fafely concluded, 
that though numbers of quiet people might 
continue in communion with the church, 
yet that the majority muft have been fuch 
as were not deemed hereiics efpecially as 
all perfons had equal liberty to retire, and 
fet up feparate places of wordiip, and the 
temptation to continue in .the church was 
not great. Since, therefore, there were no 
feparate places of worfliip for chriftians of 
any denomination, beiides either thofe who 
were termed catholics^ or thofe who were 
called Gnojiicsy under fome name or other^ 
it may be fafely concluded, that an theie 

* Omiiis cnim fiacrctlcus nafcitur in ccclcfia, fed dc 
ecdefta projicitur, et contend it et pugnat contra parenteni. 
Injcrem. 22. vol.4. P-^yj. 

■f Statiin enim unaquscquc hacrcfis ut cxiilcbat, et a 
congregatione Catholicae comniunionis exibat, &c, De 
piiptlfino contra Dpnatiflas, lib. ^. cap. 19. vol. 7. p. 44 6. 

early 

> . ■■ 
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early times none could be deemed heretics 

befides the Gnoftics, 

When bodies of men diftinguifh them* 
felves fo much as to form feparate places of 
allembly, they will of courfe be much 
talked of» and thence will arife a neceility 
of giving them feme name^ by which they 
may be diftinguilhed from other clafles of 
men. The purpoie of difcouric and writ-* 
ing will make this unavoidable ; becaufc it 
is inconvenient frequently to ufe peri- 
phrafes, and long defcriptions of perfons 
or things. Accordingly, the difciples of 
Chrifl had not long been known as a fepa- 
rate body of men, before they were diftin- 
guiihed by the name of Nazarenes^ from 
Nazareth, of which place Jefus was, and 
then by that of chriftians. 

As the Gentile chriftians ufed a difterent 
language from the jewifh, and of courfe 
held feparate aiiemblies, and ^on other 
accounts had little communication with 
them, the latter came foon to be diftin- 
guiflicd by a peculiar name, viz. that of 
EbmiUs, which was probably given them 

by 
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by their unbelieving Jewifli brethren, or 
that of Klazareneiy which, not being any 
longer ufed in Greek, a8 fynonympus to 
chriftians, but retained by the Jews, was 
not wanting to diftinguifh the Gentile 
chriilians* 

For fimilar reafons, the Gnojftics were 
foon diftinguilhed by a variety of peculiar 
names, as Nicolaitans, Cerinthians, Sec* 
infomuch, that other chriftians having no 
other name, this circumiiance alone came 
to be coniidered as a proof that all thole 
"who t^ere known by thefe peculiar names 
were not chriflians. It may, tlierefore, be 
taken for granted, that all bodies of men 
who had no peculiar names by which they 
were dilUnguiihed, were, in thofe eitrly 
times, confidered as orthodolc chriftisfiss 
and this was the cafe with all the unitarians 
among the Gentiles, at the fame time that 
they are allowed to have been even the mst^ 
jority of the unlearned ^ong them. But 
of this hereafter.. 

A perfon difputing wifh -a ' Marcionlte 
fays, ^* How can you be a chrilban, who 

bear 

4 
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bear not the name ^ for you arc not . 
called a chriftian, but a Marcionite 
Atbanalius alfo argues, that Arians are not 
chriftians, bccaufe they bear bis name, 
M and not that of Chrift t-" Chryioftonfi, 
teaching how to diilinguifti the catholics 
from others, fays, that Heretics have fomc 
perfons by whom they are called. Ac- 
" cording to the name of the herefiarch, fo 
is the fea. But no man has given us a 
name, but the faith itfelf y Again, he 
fays, " Were we ever fcparatcd from the 
^* church ? Have we hereliarchs ? Have 
we any name from men ; as Marcion gave 
*^ his name to fome. Manes his to others, 

y«p ^ifumn mofm^u aW« fwpiwwmf • Origen Contra Mar- 
cionites, p. 12* 

ff espovlof TfA£yWlo« A/'ai- <^^i^tia Arianos, 

Or. I. Opcra^ vol. i. p, 309. 

TO (W)*si, mnf «FW v ««? n^«» «»V **^«« «^ ^ 
mtia, n i ^ r . ouln. In Ada Apoft.c»p. 15; Horn. 33, 

vol. 8- p. 68o« 

" and 
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" and Arius his to a third part*." Tcr- 

tullianfays, If they be iicictics, they can- 
^* not bechriftians-f-." 

I fiiall now proceed to prove, by a great 
mafs of evidence, that the Gnoftics were in 
fad: coniidercd as the only heretics in early 
times ; and it is particularly remarkable, that 
the term heretic and Gnojiic had been ib 
long ufed as fy nonymous, that there are 
many inftanccs of their being ufed as fuch, 
long after the Arians, unitarians, and others 
bad been decreed to be heretics, which is 
a plain proof of the long eilabliihed ufe of 
that tciiii. In tlie iaftances that I fball 
produce, it will be exceedingly evident, 
that when the writers which I quote Ipeak 
of Serefy in general^ the circumftances of the 
difcourfe are fuch, as admit of no other ap- 
plication of the term than to the Gnoftics 
only. As this is an article of fome import- 
ance, I fliall produce a number of inllances 

Ex<¥Acy * /m yap wn ca^prnimuaO^ihct. * ya^ 'SfCYrynfjisv^^ nfmf 

h Tif cupsa-Ecog aoyyrf^. Ibid. p. 68 1 • 

t Si enim harrctici funt chriftiani cffc non polTunt. De 
Prsefcriptione, fe<5l. 37. p. 21 3* 

from 
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from writers of every period ; and I can 
aflure my readers, that I could have added 
greatly to the number of fuch quotations, if 
I had thought it ricccffary. 

I (hall take the writers in the order of 
time; hut in addition to what I have al- 
ready faid concerning the apoftles, and the ' 
notice that they have taken of the Gnoiiics, 
and efpecially concerning John, and the 
introdudlion to his gofpel, I iliall previouily 
obfcrve, that the oldeft opinion on this fub- 
viz. that of Iren«eus, is in favour of my 
fuppoiitiun, tliatcvcn, in the introduction to 
to his gofpel, he had a view to the Gnoftics 
only ; and by no means, as it was afterwards 
imagined, and to ferve a particular hypo- 
thefis, perpetually inliiled upon by the later 
Fathers, the unitarians. 

Irensus fpeaking of the Cerinthians and 
Nicolaitans fays, that John meant to re- 

fute them, and fhew that there is only 

one omnipotent God, who made all things 
*• by his word, vifible and invifible, in the 
** the introdudion to his goipel*." No 

* Omnia igitur talia drcumrcribere volens difcipulus 
Domini, et rcgulam veritatis coaftituere ia Ecclefia quia 
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heretics," he fays, *^ hold that the word 
was made flefli */* Again, he fays, 
John alludes to the Gnoitics both in hi& 
gofpel, and in his epiftle, and defcribes 
them by the name of Antichrift, and 
thoie who were not in communion with 
chriftians +/' The whole of thefe paf- 

eft unus Deu<5 omnipotens, qui per verbum fuum omQUl 
ftecit, ell vifibtlia, et invifibilia^ fignificaiis quoque, quo« 
niam per verbum, per quod Deus perfecit conditionem, in 
hoc et ialutem his qui in conditione funt, prxfiitit hominu 
bus, fic inchoavitin eaqus eft fecundum evangdium doc* 
trina. In principle erat verbum. Lib. 3. cap. rr. p. 218* 

• Secundum autem nuUam fententiam hxreticorum^ 
Yerbiim Dei caro fiiidum eft. Ibid. p. 219* 

f Non ergo altcrum filiuni hominis novit cvangelium^ 
niri hunc qui ex Maria, qui et paiTus eft : fed xieque Cbni* 
turn avolantem ante pa£ioiiem ab Jefu ; fed hunc qui na^ 
tus eft, Jcfum Chriftum novit Dei filium, et eundcm hunc 
paiTum refurrexiiTe, quern admodum Johannes Domini di(^ 
«ipniu9 confirmat, dicens: Hsc autem fcripta funt, ut 
^redatis quoniam Jefus eft Chriftus Hlius Dei, et ut ere- 

* 

denies, vitam aeternam habeads in nomine ejus ; prmrU 
dens has blafphemas regulas, quae dividunt Dominum, 
quantum ex ipfts attinet, ex altera et altera fubftantia 
dicentes eum fadum. Propter quod et in epiftoia Aia 
fic teftificatus eft nobis : Filioli, noviffima hora eft, et 
quemadmodum audiftis quoniam Antichriftus venit, nunc 
Aniichrifti mulii ^i funt ; uade cognofcimus quoniam 
I noviffima 
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£iges are well worth the reader's ci3n(idera* 
tion. 

He had the. fame idea with refpeA to the 
introduaion to the gofpel of Matthew. 

ooviiEina hora efl. £x nobis cxlerunt, fed non erant 
ex nobis ; fi entm fuiflcot ex nobb permanfiiTcnt utique. 
nobifcum : f<:d ut manifcftarentur qupniam non funt ex 
nobis. Cognofcite ergo quoniam omnc mendacium ex- 
traneum eft) et non eft de veritate. Quis eft mendax, nifi 
qui negat quoniam Jefus non eft Chriftus ; bic eft Anti- 
^hriiius.— S.ententia enim eoruui hoiiiicldialis^Deos quidem 
plures confingens, et patxes multos (imulans, corominuehs 
autem et per multa divtdens filium Dei : qiios et DoniH 
nus nobis cavcre piaedixit, et difcipulus ejus Joliannes in 
prsdida eptftola fugere eos praecepit> dicens : Multi fe-* 
du^res extenint in hunc mundum, qui non confitentur 
Jefum Chriiiurti in carne venifTc. liig ell fcdudtor et Anli- 
chriftus. Videte eos, neperdaiis quod operati^is. £t rurfus 
in epiftola ait: Multt pfeudoprophetae exienint de feculo. 
In hoc cognofcite Spiritum Dei. Omnis fpiritus qui confi- 
tur Jefum Chrtftum in came venifle ex Deo eft. £t omnius 
fpiritus qui folvit Jefum Chriftum, non eft ex Deo, fed ex 
Antichriilo eft. Hsec autem fimiiia funt illi quod in evan.- 
gelio didum eft, quoniam verbum caro fa^um eft, £t ba- 
bttavit in nobis. Propter quod nirfus in epiftola daniat. % 
Onmts qql credit quia Jefus efl Chriftus, ex Deo natus eft ; 
unum et etindem iciens Jefum Chriftum cui apertae funt 
portse CGcli propter carnalem ejus afiumpfionem : qui 
etiam in cadem carne in quae pafTus eft, veniet, gloaam 

revelana Pat-ris* Lib. 3. cap, 18. p, 241, 242* 

For, 



I 
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ior, Ipeaking of thole who faid that Jelus 
who was bora of Mary was not the Chrift, 
he fays, The Holy Spirit forefeeing their 
** pervcrfenefs, and guarding againft their 
•* artifice, faid by Matthew, the generation 

of Chrift was in this wife ^* ." 

With refpeft to the apoftle John, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus had the fame idea, when 
he laid, that They are the antichriil, iii- 
*^ tended by John in his epiftle, who rejeA 
** marriage, and the procreation of children, 
•* being guilty of impiety towards the om- 
•* nipotent creator, the one God, that they. . 
** may not be the authors of mifcry, and 

fupply food for death CEcumenius 
alfo jays, that by antichrift John meant 
Cerinthus, iand thofe who were like him:|:« 

* Sed prsvidens fpiritus fandus depravatores, et prae* 
muniens contra fraudulentiam eorum, per Matthaettm ait : 

Chrifli auicin ucncftitio fic erat. Lib. 5. cap. 18. p. 239. 

oyiov diyioi^yey Tov wecvlcxpalofa fiom dcov, x) ^SbeMwr foi mofO^ 

vftSw /m^ TO TH A^roro^ I«an«, ^ m AyHixfiroi yeyonMw^ 
Strom. lib. 3. p. 1 45. 
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He alfo fays that, Peter by thofe who 

follow the flclht mcaut the accurfed Ni- 
•* cuUiUiiis, as the Gnollics, or Naaicncs, 

or Cerdonianst for the mifchief goes by 
•* many names 4^/* 

This, I doubt not, was the truth of the 
cafe i and if this apoiUe expreifed fo much 
indigaatiua againil the Gnoftics, and the 
Gnoftics only (for no hint is given of there 
being more than <m€ btrtjy that gave him 
any dulurbaucc) ii is plaiu that the unita-^ 
rians» who were always coniidered as di-> 
redly oppoiite to the Gnoitics, gave hin\ 
none. And yet not only the nature of the 
thing Ihows, that there mult have been 
unitarians in the chuich at that time, but 
it was exprefsly allowed by all the Fathers^ 
that the church was full of them, inuil of 
them dilbelievtng even the miraculous con-> 
ception. But this will be diiculi'ed more 
largely hereafter. 

fm rwm mi Aifkxigmf m. In I John 3. Open, toI. a* 
P- 573- 

fol.2. 54a. 

Vol., !• S SECT- 
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SECTION IL 

Of Hercfy before Jufin Martyr. 

JGNATIUS frequently mentions herefy 
and heretics y and, like John, with great 
indignation ; but it is evident to every per-- 
fon who is at all acquainted v^ith the hif- 
tory, learning, and language of thofe times, 
and of the fubfequent ones, that he had no 
perfons in his eye but 'the Gnoftics only. 
I deiire no other evidence of this, than a 
careful infpeftion of the palTages. I (hall 
recite only one of them, from the epiitle to 
the Smyrnaeaas, kd:, 4, 5. in Wake's tranf- 
lation, p. 1 1 6. Speaking of his own fuifer- 
ings, he fays, he who was made a pcrfedt 
man ftrcngthcning me. Whom fome, 
not knowing, do deny, or rather have been 
denied by him, being the advocates of 
death, rather than of the truth ; whom 
•* neither the prophets, nor the law of 
Mofes have perfuaded, nor the gofpel 
itielf, even to this day, nor the fufFeringsf 

of 
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of every one of us. For they think 
alfo the fame things of as. Tor what 
does a man profit me, if he ihall praifc 

*' me, and ihall blafphemc my Lord, -not 
confefling that he was truly made^a man. 
Now he that doth not fay this, does in 

** effedl deny him, and is in death. But 
for the' nsCmes of fuch as do this, they 
being unbelievers, I thought it not fitting 
to write them unto you. Yea, God for- 
bid that I ihouid make any mention of 
them, till they fhall repent, to a true - 
belief of Chrift's pailion, which is our 
refurredion. Let no man deceive him- 
fclf, &c.*" He afterwards fpeaks of 

thefe perfons abilaining from the eu* 

charift, and the public offices, ** becaufe 
they confe0ed not the euchariil to be the 

' * Xloi/k v7[Qi»sm aulw ^ls ty^utfoiutvio^ rev t£^£I8 avB^oiTnt 
^ftnpm. Or Tiicf eeywtfk^ at^ioiytfiH, JElA^^oy h upoduo'^ inr aukr tffitf 

gvwfyocot ns ^tjtmk fjia>0\ovri T»f a^n&Fta^. »f tut mwnreat ou nc^o^nizmy 

Toy uedct ee^i^ va^viftala . yap vspt vtfmf to aylo ^fomm • n ya^ 

auiiiv tra^;ic/^;r-cv & ct rsTo/zy) Xsya'v. nhEi'^); aul'.v a:T>;;v;:l-?:. rev vexdo- 

fu]^ yenifro p/si et^fon^im&m^ t^TC^ ti iiiiaiNJiiiBtufftif nsro 'sra&of^ 

S 2 fiefh 
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•* flefli of our Saviour Jefus Chrift, which 
fuffercd for our fins, and which the Fa- 
ther of his goodnefs raifeii again from 
the dead. Jt will, therefore/* he adds, 
become you to abftain from fuch perfons, 
*^ and not to fpeak .with them» neither in 
private nor in public*.** 
How like is this to the language of the 
apoftle John, and how well they explain 
each other. Here we fee the blafphemy 
aicribed to the Gnoflics, which Jailin men- 
tions, their fepaiating themfelves from the 
communion of chriftians, their denying the 
refurredlion, and their pride. Now, how 
came this writer, like John, never to cen- 
fure the unitarians, if lie had thought them 
to be heretics ? Their conduct can only 
be accounted for on the fuppofition, that 
both himfelf and the apoftle John, wero 
unitarians, and that they had no idea of any 
herefies beiides thole of the diiferent kindd 
of Gnoftics. 

Xi^m TW rouiimf «^ fnsh mS Aw «ifi aolmf imk Mum. 
Ibid. p. 37. 

2 Pearfon' 
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Pearfon fays, that Ignatius refers to the 
doctrine of the Ebionites in his epiftle to 
Polycarp, and in thofe to the Ephefians, 
the Magneiians, and the Philadelphians. 
But I find no fuch references in them, except 
perhaps in two paflages which may eafily' 
be fuppofed to haye been altered i becaufe^ 
when corredted by an unitarian, nothing is 
, wanting to the evident purpofe of the 
writer ; whereas his cenfures of the Gnofi- 
tics are frequent and copious ; fo that no 
perfon can pretend to leave them out, with?- 
out materially injuring the epiftles. Indeed, 
the evidence that I ihall produce of writers 
fubfequent to Ignatius not conlidering uni- 
tarians as heretics, affords a ftrong pre- 
fumption that he did not confider them in 
that light, and therefore that any paffagcs 
in his eptflles which express the contrary 
muft be fpurious. 

Befides, there are in thefe epifUes of Ig« 
natius, feveral things that are unfavourable 
to the doctrine of the divinity of Chrift. 
Thus, to the Ephefians, he fays, How 

much more muft I think you happy who 

^e ib joined to him (the biihop) as the 

S3 " ^hv^r^li 
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church is to Jefus Chrift, and Jefus Chrif^ 

** to the Father, that fo all things may agree 
^* in the fame unity*/' ♦To the Magnefians, 
he fays, As therefore the Lord did no- 
thing without the Father, being united 
to him, neither by himfelf, nor yet by 
his apoftles ; fo neither do ye any thing 
without your biihop and prelbytcrs+Z* 
What this excellent man faid when he 
appeared before the Emperor Trajan, was 
the language of an unitarian. Yqu err," 
he faid, in that ^ ou call the. eyil fpirits 
of the heathens gods. For there is but 
one God, v;ho made heaven and earthy 
^ and the fea, and all that are in them ; and 
one Jefus Chrift, his p|ily begotten Soii^j 
** whofe fricndfliip may I cajoy 

Se£l. 5. p. 13. 

iHs ^larm emortSim * iSius foiie vyuan aursu tk csn^icosrv, muf 

J Vnus cnim eft Deus, qui fecit caelum, et terram, 
mare, ct omnia quae Aint in ipils; et unus Jefus Chnitus, 
£iius ejus nnigcnitus', ctijus amtcitta fniar* Gotelerit 
Patres, vol. p. 173. . 
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In the interpolated edition of Ignatius, 
there is a paffage which fhewsl that the 
writer of it conlidered the Gnoftics^ as 
out of comaiunion with the church, and 
the only perfons who were fo. Speaking 
againft heretics in general, he fays, Be 
upon your guard againft fuch, wbi<;h 
you will do, if you be not puffed up^ 
1* and do not feparate yourfclvcs from [God] 
« JefusChrift*." : 

In the epiftle of Polycarp, cotemporary 
with Ignatius, written to the Philippic 
after bis death, there are. feveral refiNrences 
to heretics, eipecially the quotation I made ^. 
from it, p. 20.3, which I wi£h the reader to 
look back to. In that paffagQ, and in the 
others in which he alludes ix^ bercfy^ it is 
cv^ient he bad no view tp auy,befide$^ the 
Gnoftics; as when he fays, Laying afide ' 
all empty and vain flxew^ and the error 
of many, believing ia him that raifed up 

our Lord Jcfus from, the <fca4-— But ho 

' ' ' ' *' " • 

mv axfijpim [0£a] xp'r». Ad Mag, fc6t. 9. p« 

a4. 

S 4 that 
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that railed up Cbnit from the diead lhali 
?f alfo raife us up in like manner*/' 

The account that Irenaeus gives of Poly- 
carp contains little more than a declaratioa 
of the antipathy that he bore to the Gnof- 
ticsy apd his haying taught a doK^rine conr 
trary to theirs. Among other things he 
fays, that when he met Marcion, who 

aiked him whether he would own him, 

he replied, I own you to be the firft-born 
'f of Satan rj- 1" and that if he had heard of 
the herefy of which he was treating, which 
was that of Valentinus» he would have faid^ 
according to his cuftom:f, Good God, to 

mrsuffoules rov eyeipavla rev uufmiifunhffwif Xf^m a wtfv»-^ 
0 rrapa^at^ m mpm «g n/uif tyspa. Sc€t. 2. p. 185. 

f Kai aulas h o TlsiKum^^ Ma^www srols «ij o+iv auh z>^qv\ 

tradeofct. Lib. 3. cap. 3. p. 204. 

axmxoEt EHsm 0 /ieatofuts j«J AvorOmios Wfsa€vlef0s. wea^aieif ay, 

TOTToy £v « ««fie^o/*£votf If fr«f «Ny ain]N»ci >»yw- Lufebii ' 
Hift.iib.5. cap,ao. p. 239. 

?! what 
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I 

M what times haft thou referved mc, that I 

f< ihouldbear iuch things," 

The manner in which Polycarp in- 
fcribes his epiftle is that of an unitarian * ; 
Mercy unto you and peace, from God 
Almighty, and the Lord Jcfus Chrift 
our Saviour, be aiuitipiied/' 
I fluU coaiidcr the evidence for Hege-i 
iippus being an unitarian more particularly 
hereafter. But, in this place, to take all 
the writers in the order of time, or nearly 
fo, I ihall produce ,two extrads from his 
works, preferved by Eufebius, in which a 
variety of denominations of Gi^oftics are 
mentioned as heretics, and fuch circumr 
Aances are added, as, exclufive of the con«> 
iideration of his omitting the mention of 
the Ebionites, Nazarenes, or unitarians of. 
any kind, clearly ihews that his idea was 
fixed to the Giioitics only. 

4< Hegcfippus," Eufebius fays, ** wrote the 
hiftory of the preaching of the apolilcs in 
^* five books. Converfingwith many bilhops 
in bis journey to Rome, he found the fam^ 
dodrine with them all . — The church 

j» fftiiJif^ rjfMV^ !SS?^Mi^6iif, p. 184* 

j« of 
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of CoriiUa continued in the right faith 
till their biftiop Primus* — Hitherto," i.e. 
till the time of Simon, bifliop of Jerulaiem, 
** the church remained a virgin, for it was 
not corrupted with abfurd dodrines. 
But firft Thebuthis, becaufe he was not 
a bifliop, began to corrupt it, being one 
** of the feven hereiks, himfelf being of the 
*rlaity, of whom were the Simonians from 
Simon, Cleobians from Cleobms, Dofi- 
theans from Dufitheus, Gortha?ans from 
Gorthaeus, and the Malbotheans, From 
them came the Menandrians« the Marcio- 
nites, the Carpoqiatians, the Valcntini- 
ans, the Bafilideans, and the Saturnilians; 
each of them preaching their different 
dovftrlnes. From them came falfe chrifts, 
<^ and falfe prophets, who divided the unity 
** of the church with corrupt dodrines 
againft God, and againft his Chrift 

IlpVMt ejnmTmn^ht & Kop^.— > Am Tttk mow tw voo^mcm 
izap6:vov ' jwrai yap tfdctplo eutocug ftsthtca^ . apx^cu 3f o OtCsfik^ 
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What could this writer mean by thofe 
who divided the unity of the church (vvhLli, 
his time, the Gnoftics only did, and the 
unitarians certainly did not) by the falfe 
ChriJJs, and cfpecially the doStrine againjl 
God, but the tenets of the Gnoftics only. 
Corrupt doctrine againjl Chrijl is a luore am- 
biguous expreffion ; but the falfe notions 
of the Gnoilics concerning Chriil were as 
confpicuous as any of their dodtrines, and ^ 
are moft particularly noticed by John. 

The other extrait from this writer is no 
lefs to my purpofe. *• Till this time," 
viz. the time of Trajan, Hegefippus fays, 
^* that the church continued a virgin un- 
corrupted ; thofe who corrupted its doc- 
trines, if they then exifled, concealing 
themfelvcs. But when the holy choir of 
the apoilies was dead, and all that gene* 

fi^s. Hid. lib. 4. tap. 24. p. 182, &c, 

ration 
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ration who were favoured with their 
«« divine inftrudtions, then the fyftem. of 

utheiftical error commenced, through the 
*• deceits of the heterodox ; who, when nonp 
*^ of the apoltles were remaining^ with open 
** face undertook to oppofc their know- 

ledge falfely fo called, to the preaching 
«< of the truth */' What could be meant 
by atbeijiical errors and by knowledge falfely 
Jo called^ but the principles of the Gnoftics? 
No charadlers of any fed: in ecclcfiaftical 
hiilory are more clearly marked than thefe. 
In later tiaies, indeed, almofl: every errone- 
ous opinion was called atheiftical; but it was 
not fo in that early age ^ and knowledge Jaljely 
Jo called^ is as defcrtptive of the Ghoftics as 
if they had been mentioned by Qame« 

f Eon TiHoi^ 0 a^7o$ cmi^ ^inyttfAsnf ra udkt . ^vi^^yumt^ 

D ffvraffiif ^la Tns t^v ilspool^Ka^ a^otinf ' m ctle tMi^tvof ik 
[cbii Hut, Lib« 3. c^p. 32* p* 12$« 
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SECTION III. 
* Of'Htreff according to Jujlin Martyr. 

QOT£MPOKARY With HcgcfippUS WaS 

Juilin Mar I) T, the furt writer ilut can be 
proved to have advanced the dodtrine of the 
permanent peribnihcation of the logos» of 
which u lull .iccount will be given here- 
after. He had occafion to mention both 
the unitarians and the GnoiUcs. The for* 
mcr, as I fhall ihcw in its proper place, he 
mentions with refpe£l» and a tacit apo*- 
logy for diticfing fium them, even from 
thofe who believed that Chrift was the (bit 
ot Joleph as well as of Mary. But the 
manner iw which he fpcaks of the Gnoffics 
is very different indeed from this. The 
apoiUc John himlelf does not exprcis a 
greater abhorrence of their principles. lie 
fpeaks of them as fulfilling our Sayiour's 
prophecy, that there Oiould be falfe chruU 
and falfe prophets (the very language of 
lie^^iipjpus above mentioned) who ihould 

deceive 
• 
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deceive many. One of the paflagcs is as 
follows. 

There arc, and have been, many pcr- 
" fons, who pretending to be chriftians, 
have tcu^ht to lay and do athciftical and 
blafphemous things, and they are deno- 
minated by us from the names of the 
pcrfons whofe dodrines they hold (for 
fome of tbcm blafpheme the maker of 
the univcrk, and him who was by him 
foretold to come as the Chrift, and the 
•* God of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob, in one 
*^ way» and others in another) with whom 
** we have no communication, knowing 
*• them to be atheiftical, wicked, and im- 
« pious peribns, who, inftead of reverencing 
Jcfus, confefs him in name only. They 
call themfelves chriftians, in the fame 
manner as. thole among the heathens in* 
fcribe the name of God, on the work 
of their own hands, and defile themfelves 
« with wicked and atheiftical rites. Some of 
them are called Marcionites, fome Vaien- 
tinians, fome Balilidians, fome Saturnia- 
** nians, and others go by other names, each 
from their .peculiar tenets ^ in the fame- 

** manacr 
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manner as thofe who addi£l: themfelves 
to philoiophy^ Are <knominated from the 
founders of their rcfpeiUvc fcfts. And» 
as I have faid, Jefiis, knowing what 
would come to paf$ after his deaths fore- 
told that there would beTuch men among 
bi» followers 

He muft be entirely unaccjuaintcd with 
ecclefiaftical hiftory who can imagine that 
any of the characters here mentioned are 
de(criptive of any other clafs of men tha» 
tb« Gftpftics, For they were perfons whole 
tenets were deemed atheijiicah who went bjr 
the names of certain l^ad^s« who are par- 

ifiMV aim TiK mfommum'Twai^ t{ anrc^ nuurk hi^axn vfu/Mi 
nai Toy u^p' avln 'ZspcOr^evofJ^ov £Mva'i(r^au ifov, iimrof^m A^foa^ 

g^ wu aai^iH^ mm Mm omvws mi^ vjt^^H* 'mmlk'm 

ON^ica^flyA£yo$ — Mat tn 'whv n/^ij — rav hrrav ^cT aw^w 

mnnuawv vj^oyimnv isnriavMd»» Dial. p. aoS* 

ticularly 



Digitized by Goo^^Ic 



I 



€4 



2y2 Gnojiics fiooKl. 

ticularly fpecified, all of them known to 
be Gnoftijcs, and they were not in com- 
munion with the catholic church. 

The other paffagc is to the fame purpiffe. 
After fpeaking of lome who held the true 
chriftian dodrine, he adds, - For I havb 
ihewn you that there are lome who call 
themfelres indeed chriftians, but arc athe- 
iilical, and wicked heretics, teaching blaf-* 
phemous, atheiftical, and flupid dodrines. 
If you compare 'them with thofc who arc 
called chriftians, they will not agree with 
" them, but dare to blafpheme the God of 
" Abraham, the God of Ifaac, and the God 
" of Jacob J who alfo fay that therp is no re- 
furredtion of the dead, but that iminedi- 
ately after death fouls are received into hea* 
" ven* Do not take thefe to be chriftians 

voig, xai rulo o/xaT^tymwv^ a?^ ftm jS^OMr^iyccflr'ToVu^w rw dcov 
ACfoofA^ Mm rev ^ l^ratsut, m dior ImMC^ 6t km Xiy«criv fin 

^(^^^^Htl^mffhait^^itfem^t^ Dial, 
p. 311. 

Had 
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Had the writer exprefsly faid that the 
perfons he was defcribing were Gnoftics^ 
and Gnojlics only^ he could not have fpoken 
more plainly than he has done, elpecially 
in faying that they denied the refurredlion, 
which none but Gnoftics ever did, but 
which was done by all Gnoltics without 
exception. If any perfon can think other-k 
wife, I fcruple not to fay, that he has not 
the fa:iallefl tinfture of that kind of know- 
ledge which is re<)ui(ite to qualify him for 
judging in thefe matters. It may be fafely 
concluded, therefore, that, in the optnioa 
of Juilin, there were no heretics beiides 
the Gnorticsi and he does not appear to' 
{pare any v^hom he thought deferved the 
name of heretics, and were not in commu- 
nion with the catholic church* 

LaiUy, I would obierve, that it is after 
giving an account of Simon, Menander, and 
Marcion» known GnoiUcs, and without any 
allufion to unitarians, that Juftin mentions 
his writing a treatiie againft all herefies. 
Apol. i« p» 44« 

Vol. I. T S E C- 
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SECTION IV, 
Of Herefy sccorMng io Irauaa^ 

JRENiEUS, who wrote a very large work. 

OB the fobjea of herefy, forty or fifty 
years after the time of Jaftia^ aod ia a 
country where it is probable there were 
fewer uoitarians than where Joftio lived* 
again and again charaAerizes heretics an 
fuch a manner, as makes it evident that evea 
be did not coolider any other clala of men at 
properly CO lulcd to tiut appellation befidc* 
the Onoftics. He expreflet great dtliike 
of the Ebiuuiiesi but though he appears 
to have known noiic of them bcfiJeo thcle 
who denied the miraculous conceptioot lie 
Dcvcr dire<^ly calls them hcrciics. and he 
takes DO notice at all of any getUik 9kU 
tarians, though it will appear that ihcr 
cumpoild the Ui.ijuriiy of the commoa 
people among chriftians. 

In the iniroducUon to his work it is 
excecdinj;!/ evident, that Ircnxus had no 
View to any pcrfons whatever beiidca the 

GuyAicsi 
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GnoAics; for he mentions their diftinguiih- 
ing opinions, and no others, fpeaking of 
them as drawir^g mdn dff ftom him that 
made and governs the worlds as if they 
** had fomethirig higher and greater tof 
ibow than he whcf made the heatens and 
the earth, and all things therein, and as 
boldmg blafphemous and impidus opi-* 
••liions*." 

Ircnacus confidered Sirtion Magus aS the 
perfon frocti whom all ^refies fprtmg -f-^ 
which was an opinion univerfally received 
in the chriftian ehnrch^ and a proof thaf 
he thought no other opiqioos to be pro- 
perly heretical, befldes thofe which might 
have beeh derived from him< But his doc** 
trines were thofe of the GnoiHcs, and io 
dire&ly bppofitc to thofe of the unitarians, 

imwl^vt m Tor Ai^^ua^pypf, path ly ret dbwf imw hteii^xm to 4f(/%^ 

t Simon autem Samaritanus, ex quo univerfA: haerefts 
fubiliterunt, habet hujufoiodi (edtx materiam. Lib. x. 
cap. 20. p-91* lib. 3. Pref. p. igSt 

T % that 
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that they were never confidered as havings 
the fame fource. It is likcwife a proof of 
'Irenasus coniidering the Gnoftics as the 
only proper heretics, that, fpeaking of he- 
retics in general, as foretold in the fcrip- 
tures, he fays that though they come 
** from different places, and teach different 
things, they all s^gree in the fame blaf- 
phcmy againil the maker of all things, 
** and derogating from the falvation. of 
** men*." He^likewife fays that . " the 
" dodrine of Valentinus comprehended all 
herefies'l', that by overturning his fyf- 
" tern, all hercfy is overturned J," that 
*^ they all blafphemed in fuppoiing the 

* Per omnes fasptiettcos qui praediiftt funt hi enhn omnes, 

quamvii lx tiiilcrentibus locis egrediarrtur, et diflcrtiitia 
duceaiit, in idem tamen blafphemiae concurrunt propofi- 
turn, ietaliter vulnerantes, dccendo blafphemiam ia Deum 
fj(5torein et nutritoreiu i^ulLiuiii, et ucrogando falutem 
horryinis. Lib. 4. Pref. p. 275- 

t In quo et oftcndtmus dodkrinatn eorum recapitulation 
nem elTe omnium hsereticorum. Ibid. p. 274. 

J.Quapropter -et in fecundo tanqtiam fpeculum habui- 
mus eos totius everfionis. Qui eiiim his contradicunc 
'fecund um quod oportet, contradicunt omnibus qui funt 
nialjc fcntcntix ; et qui hos cvertunt, evei lunc omneua 
hicrcfiui. Ibid. , - . 

maker 
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** maker of all things to be an evil being, 
and that they blafpheuied our Lord, 
dividing Jefus froin the Chrift It 
could never have been faid by any perfon, 
that the dodlrine of Valentinus coaiprc- ^ 
hended that of the unitarians, that the 
unitarians were ever faid to blafpheme the . 
maker of all things, or to divide Jcfus from 
the Chrift. 

Irenaeus likewife fays, that there was 
a connexion among all the heretics, ex- 
cept that Tatian advanced fomething that 
•^wasnewf," But what connexion was 
there ever fuppofed to be between the te* 
nets of the Gnoftics and thofe of the uni- 
tarians ? He likewife fpeaks of all heretics 
as having quitted the church, and taxing 

* Super omnes eft enim blafphema regula ipfprum : 

» 

quando quidcin fa^orem et fabricatorem, qui eft unus 
Deus, fecundum quod oftendimus, de Labe five defec* 

tionc eutn emilTum dicunt. Blafpheniant autcm et in 
Dominum noftrum, abfcindtntes et dividentes Jefum a 
Chrifto. Ibid. 

+ Connexio quidem faflus omnium hxreticorum, quem- 
admodum oftendimus; hoc autem a femettpfo adinve* 
nit, uti novum alii^uid pr*eter reliquos infercns. Lib. 3. 
<^P' 39' P- 265. 

T 3 tlie 
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the holy prcfbytcrs with ignorance ; jiot 

coniideaajg; hpvv much better is an jgno-> 
rant perfon, who is religious^ than a 
biafphemous and impious fophift ^ 
Speaking of the Gnoilics, he fays, that 
^* the apoftles were fo far from thinking as 
they did, that they Ugniiied by the hoiy 
fpirit that they who then began to teach 
th^ir doctrine were introduced by fatan, 
to overturn the faith of fomc, and 
withdraw them frpm life -f-." He like- 
wife fays, that all the heretics were much 
later than the bifhops to whom the apof- 
ties committed the chufches ;|:/' He 
pieant, probably, the cekbmed Gnoftics, 

^ Qui ergo re1inquuntpr?ecooium ecclefiae, imperitiain 
fan£lorum prcfbyterorum arguunt, non contemplantes 
qiuan^ pluris fit idioCa rdigbfus a blafphemo e( ifopil- 
liente fophifta* Lib. 5. cap. 20. p. 430* 

+ Neccfle habemus, univerfam apoftolorum de Domino 

poilro Jefu Chrifto fententiam adhtbere, e( oftendcre, eos 
lion folum nihil tale fenilire de eo« yeruin funplius et figni- 
ficafle per fplritum fan<f^um, qui inciperint talia docere, 
fummilfia fatana, 14^ quorundam iidem eyerter^nt^ et ab- 
^raherant eos a vita. Lib. 3. cap. 17. p. 938. 

X Omnes enim ii valde pofleriorcs funt quam epifcopi 
guibus appUoU tradiderunt ccclefif^. Ibid, cap. 20. p. 430^ 

WhQ 
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who appeared ia the time of Adrian % 
whereas he could not but know that the 
Ebioaites, and th^ unitarians in general^ 
were very conliderable before that time. 
He muft have meant the Gnofttcs, when he • 
faid, that all heretics were agreed that 
the maker oT the world was ignorant of 
the power above him He Ukewife 
evidently coafidered all heretics to be Gnof* 
tics in many other paifages of his work *f*. 

How little is it that Ireneus fays of th^ . 
Ebionites, and with how little feverity in 
his large treatife concerning berefy. It is 
not one four hundredth part of the whole^ 
while all the reft is employed on tb« 
different branches of Gnofticifm* The 
harflieft epithet that he applies to them is 
that of "oani^ which» coaiidering the man* 
ner of the ancients, is certainly very mode- 
rate. Vani autem tt ^biotmiX. He fays, 
indeed^ that God will judge them''^ and 

* Omnes enim hsredd decrevenintf denuurgum igno*' 
rare earn quae fit fup«r eiun virtutem. Lib. 3. cap. I. 

• ■ 

p. 219* 

1" See lib. 2. cap, 55. p. 185. lib* 3. cap« I* p. 199. 
% Lib. 5. cap. I, p. 394* 

T 4 . how 
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how can they be faved, if it be not God 

r 

that worketh out their falvation upon 

earth But this is no fentence of 
daiiination palled upon them in particular 
for holding their doctrine, but an argu- 
ment ufed by him to refute them ^ and is 
the fame as if he had faid, mankind in ge^ 
neral could not be faved, if Chriil h^ not 
been God as well as man. 

That Iren^us did not mean to pafs a 
fentence of what wc ihould now call dam^ 
nation upua tlic Ebionites, is, I think^ 
evident from what ht fays concerning them 
in the 2ifl chapter of his third book, and 
vrhich has the appearance of great harfli- 
nefs. If they perlift/' he fays, in their 
** error, not reviving the word of incor- 

ruption, they continue in mortal fieih, 

and are iubjed: to death^ not receiving 
^* the antidote pf life ft'* The idea of this 

• 

^ca^fTii m ^^ov, ii foi 0 ^Bo$ Bxfiifv^n n$ etv^fdi'Trov, Lib. 4. 
cap- 59- 

T Qu> Aiufe tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Jofeph 

generatum perfL verantes in fcrvitute priftinae inobedientiae • 
inofiufifur. Npn recj|p|eAte8 auteiii verbum incorrupt 
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writer and that of the Fathers in general 
was, that Chrift recovered for man that 
ijEBmortality which Adam had loft i fo that 
without his interference the whole race of 
. mankind muft have periihed in the grave* 
This he reprefents as the puniihment of 
the Ebionites. But he certainly could not 
mean tliat the £bionite$» as Juch^ (hould 
continue in the grave, while all the reft of 
mankind would rife from the dead. He 
muft, therefore^ have meant, not that they 
in particular^ but that mankind in general 
could have had no refurredion if their 
dodrine had been true. • , 

Irenseus no where dire<^ly calls the Ebio- 
nites heretics, I had thought that in one 
paifage he had included them in that appel- 
lation ; but obferving, that in his Introduce* 
tion, and in other places, in which he fpeaks 
pi heretics in general^ hc evidently meant the 
Gnoftics only, and could not carry his views 
any further, I was led to re-coniider that 
particular paiiage^ and I found that I had 
been miftaken in my conftrudion of it, 

tionis perfeverant in carne mortali, et funt debitores mor« 
fb, antido^um vitae non acdpientes, p. 24.9. 



V 
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** .A11 heretics/' he fays, '* being un* 
Caught, and ignorant of the difpenfations 
•* of Go4, and efpecially of that which re^ 
lates to man, as being blind with refped 
to the truth, oppofe their own falvatiou $ 
*• feme introducing another Father bcfides 
the maker of the world ; others faying» 
, that the world and the matter of it was 
made by angels/' &;c. and,, after mention- 
ing other iimilar opinions^ he add8> others* 
not knowing the difpcnfation of the vir- 
gin, fay that he (Jefus) was begotten by 
Jofepli. Some fay that, neither the foul 
*^ nor the body can receive eternal life, but 
** the internal man only, ^ &c. i, e. they 
denied the refurre£tion 

omnes heretic^ ignoratites diTpofitioneB Del, 

et infcii ejus quae eft fecundum hominem difpenfationis, 
^uip[>e cxcutientes circa veruatem» ipfi fux contradicunt 
faluti* Alit quidein altenim uitroducentes pneter demiur« 
gum, patrcm. Alii autem ab aiigelis quibuldam dicentes 
fiitlufn eiTe mundum, et fubftantiam ejus. Alii quidem 
porro et ksnge feparatam ab co, qui eft feciwduiii ipCos 
tre, a femetipfa fioruifle, et cffe ex, fe natam. Alii autem 
in his quae continentur a patre» de labe et ignorantia fub- 
fbuitiam habuifle. Alii autem manifeftum adventum Do- 
mim contemnunty incarnationem ejus non rectpientes. 
Alii autem rurfus ignorantes virginis difpenrationem, ex 
Jofeph dicunt eum generatum. £t quidam quidem neque 

animam 
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Now as Cerinthus, Carpocrates^ and other 
GnolUcs, denied the miraculous conception, 
as well as the Ebionitcs % and all the reft 
of this defcription^ both before and after 
this circumftance, evidently Ipelongs to the 
Gnoftics only, and as in no other place 
whatever does he comprehend them in hia 
definition of h^re^^ it is natural to conclude 
that ho had no view to them even here, but 
only to tbofe Gnoftics, who, in commoa 
with them, denied the miraculous concep- 
tion. If there be any other paifage in Ire-> 
naeus in which he calls, or feexns to call, 
the Ebionites heretics^ I have overlooked it. 
The K bionites were Jews, and had no com* 
munion with the Gentiles, at leaft that ap* 
pears I and Irenvus fays nothing at all of 
the unitarians among the Gentiles (who, in 
the time of Origen, generally believed the 
miraculous conception) though^ as appears 
from other evidence, they conftituted the 
great mafs of the unlearned chriftians. 

aiumam fuam, neque corpus recipere pofTe dicunt xternam 
vitam, fed tantutn hominem interiorem. Efle autem hunc 
eum qui in eis iit fenfus, volunt, quern et folum afcendere ad 
perfe6lum decemunt. Alii atttem anima falvata; non par- 
tidpAfi corpus ipfonun earn qw eft a Deo falutem. Lib. 5. 
pap. 19. p» ^2j? ' V 
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SECTION V* 

Of Here/y according to Clemns Alexandrinus^ 
TertuUian^ 0 rig en, and Firmilian. 

^LEMENS Alcxandrinus makes frequent 

mention of heretics, and exprelles as. 
much abhorrence of them as Juftin Mzrtyr 
docs, but it is evident that in all the places 
in which he fpeaks of then^, his idea of 
herefy was confined to Gnoilicifm. 

He confiders it as an anfwer to all here- 
tics to prove that ^ there is one God, the 
Almighty Lord, who was preached by the 
** law and the prophets, and alio in the 
bleiTcd gofpcl^/* He alio fpeaks of he* 
rely as borrowed from a barbarous phi- 
" lofophy and fays of heretics that 
*• though they .fay there is one God, and 
fing hymns to Chrift, it was not accord- 
lag to truth i for that they introduced 
another God, and fuch a Chrift as the 

HaKSL^'.^y HiAfiihin yv/tuM^ Htxt^ir/^AiviY* Strom. lib. 6. p. 475. 

prophew 
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prophets had not foretold*.*' He like- 
wife fpeaks of heretics in general as having 
a high opinion of their own knowledge •{% 
He calls them (To^i^-d^o/* men who think that 
they have found the truth y p. 755, and f^ro /ofo- 
aoptafiTnt^iAiVQi, elated with a conceit of their 
knowledge^ p. 759. He fays that hereiy 
" began in the time of Adrian/* when it is 
well known that Balilides and the mod dif-* 
tinguiilied of the Gnoftics made their ap- 
pearance:}:. He fays» that of the heretics 
fome were diftinguiihed by the names of 
particular perfons, as thole of Valentinus, 
Marcion^ and Balilides, fome by the place 
of their refidence, others by their tenets, 
&c. mentioning none but Gnoftics |j. It 

* AiOTTe^ ca hczIx mv ^a^apov ^iT^oa-o^iav auptffti^ kuv Sfw 
9^0ow ewe, Kcai uimffSi^ ucda VE^Xihj'ty s vptg 

tOafistav * cOSw yap tcv deov msfiivpiffnufftv^ i^ tw wmou 
'iLfs^tilaai 'STacc(Oi^c:x,c-i EK^sX'^viai. Strom, lib. 6. p. 6 j^^. Sce 
alfo p. 542. 662. 

f Oai^afywmeiS G>a/ipolm. Strom, lib. 7. p. 754. 

% Kaliii h iS2pi A^c^ard in ^ao-i}^zui; xfcviss m Taj oupiffni 
Kra/3iii7^aviss ysyoifoffi, Strom, lib. 7. p. 764* 

II Tw y euftffssav eu f4g» asro wofAokt vpoffoyopstwlatti n aan 
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nriay only be conjefturcd that he meant the 
Ebionites by the Peratici enumerated by 
him among thofe who had their denomina^ 
tion from the place of their refidertcc ; but 
this is the only paiTage in the word which 
occurs. It is the more remarkable that 
this writer fhould omit the unitarians, as 
he mentions fourteen different heretics by 
name, and ten herefies by charader. 

As the Arid: Ebionites hold no commu« 
nion with the gentile chriftians, it is very 
poffible that Clemens Alexandrtnus might 
infert them in a catalogue of heretics, and 
allude to them under the name of Peraticu 
without intending any ccnlure of their doc- 
trine with refped to Chriil. Befides, this 
was a name given them, as he fays, from 
their place of refidence, and therefore did 
not include the unitarians among the gen-^ 
tiles. 

4 

aTTo iSva^, u; ri rm ^pvym * « ^e^opjto ei'Efytia;^ us >j tuv Eyx^ 
a^fifxwaf* Strom. j« p« 765* 

2 • Tertullian 
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Tertallian reprefimts our Saviour as al- 
luding to falfe teachers, who faid that he 
was not born of a virgin ; but it is evident 
from the whole paflage, that he reierred to 
the Gaoftics only, who faid that it wjts 
difgracefttl to him to be fo born 

In all other places in which I have 
found TertuUtan (peak of herefy in general^ 
it is moft evident that his ideas went no 
farther than to the opinions of the Gnoit- 
ticsr, except that he once calls Hebion a 
heretic. And then he cxprefsly makes his 
herefy to confift in his obfervance of the 

Jewifli ritual -f. 

** Herefies," he fays, ••do not differ frortx 
idolatry, having the fame author, and 

* Praenunctaveram plane fnturos ^lacist roagiftros in 

meo nomine, ct prophetarum ct apoftolorum €Ciam s ct 
difccntibus eadem ad vos prsedicnrc mandaveram, 
femel evangelium^ et ejufdem regulae dodrinam apoftoiis 
me is dclcgaveram : fed quum vos non crederetis, libuk 
^ mihi poftea allqua inde mutare. RtrurrccSlionem promi- 
feram etiam carnts, fed recogitavi ne Unplere non poffesa. 
Ivatum me oftcnderam ex virgine, fed poftea turpc oiihi 
vifum e It , &c . De Praefcr iptione, feci . 4 4 . p. 2 1 8. 

f Ad Gaiatas fcribens inYehitur in obfervatores et d»- 
fcnfores circumcifionis et legis. Hebionis hxrefis eft. De 
Praf. fc^, 33. p.ai4. 

the 
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the fame work with idoUtcrs, for that 
they make another god againft the crea-^ 
tor, or if they acknowledge one creator, 
** they difcourfe of him in a manner dif- 
" fereot from the truth*/* Heretics/' 
he fays, deny that God is< to be feared 'f /' 
which agrees - with bis faying, that the 
heathen philcfophers were the patriarchs 
" of herefy+/' for they held that dodirine^ 
but it was very remote from any thing 
that is ever laid to the charge of the uni»- 
tarians« 

Heretics/* he fays, aflbciated with the 
" magi, with fortune-tellers, with aftrold* 
gers,' with philofopiiers ^ being a<Suated 

* Neque ab idolatria diflare hserefes, cum et audof is ct 
operis cjufdcm Tint cujus et idolatria. Deum aut fingunt 
alium adverfus crditorem, aut fi unicum Greatorem confi- 
tentur, aliter eum dilTerunt quam in vero. De Pfsfcrip* 
tionc, feci. 40. Opera, p. 217. 
. t Negant deum timenduixi. Ibid. fed. 43. p. 2184 

t Hcsrcticorum partriarchse philofophu Ad. Herm. fe^ 
8. p. 236. 

Ipfx denique hxrefes a philofophia fubornafttur^ Inde 
asones, et formse nefcio qux, ct trinitas hominis apud Va- 
kntinum. Phtonicus tuerat. De Pisefcriptionc, fed. 7. 

:p. 20|. 
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by a principle of curioiity ^ fo that the 
quality of their faith may judged of from 
their manner of life ; for difcipline is 
the index of dodlrineV* 
The whole of this account is incon* 
fiitent with Tertullian's conlideriog unita- 
riaas as heretics. But much more is his fay- 
ing, that '^the Valentinians were the mofl: 
numerous of all the hti-cticst,and that the 
heretics had nothing to do with their 
difcipline. Their want of commuaion," 
he fays, " (hews that they are foreign to 
us:|:," For it is moft evident that thoie 
whom he calls Jimplices and idiotce^ were 
ranked by him among the credenUs^ or be^ 
lievers. They were even the major pars 
credentium^ though unitarians, and holding 

* Notata etiam funt commercia hxreticorum cum magia 
quampluribus, cum drculatoribus, cum aftrologts, cum 
philofophis, curiofitati fcilicet deditis. — Adeo ut de generc 
converfatiunis qualitas iidei acilimari poteft : do£lrinx in- . 
dex difcipluia eft* De Prsefcriptione, U 43. p* aiS. 

t Valentiniani firequentiffimum plane coUegium inter 
luereticos. Ad.Valcn. feci. 1. p. 250. 

t Haeretid autoin nullum habent confortium no^rae dif- 
cipHne, qtt06 extraneos utique teftatur ipfa ademplio com- 
municationis* De Baptiraio, fed, 1 j. p. ajOi 

Vol. I. U the 
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the dodrioe of the trinity in abhorrence^ 
as we fliall fee in its proper place, 

Origen fays, that heretics borrowol 
from the Greek philofophy, from abilrulc 
myfteries and from ftrolling a(lrologer$^/' 
Jerom alio fays the vain words of ihc phi* 
** lufoplKrs, w inch, in the doiltrinc of Pkto 
have killed the children of the church, is 
turned into divine wrath and blood tu 
•* thcin-j-." Valentinus is LiiJ to have been 
a Platunill ; but it is certain that, in general* 
the philoiophy of the GnoAici w^s that of 
the Oriental fed. Plotinus, we have iccn, 
calls it a foreign philoiophy. With much 
mure juilicc might ilic (jiiolhci h»iVw re- 
criminated on Origen and his friends, for 
their principles v^ere certainly more pro* 
perly thofe of the Platonifts. 

iarthcxt Origen lays that heretics mmj 
be piuvcd to be athciils by tiicir doc* 

k£cwU 01 )b)fuVf ^l^09«fl9MMnr, ^ # oTy » fmqtttfVM, mm 

arsK^tiy fi^tmmm, Pliiioibptiiillicni, p. t;. 1S5. 

f \'ai\a {liuiulophoruiu %ctbd« i|ux m doctnnia PUt^- 
nicH ccclcli;e parvulos intchmcbant, in uliiooci ^twn 
iUii coQvafa eft €t ia cniorcm. loPf. i^.O^cxM^ynk^^, 
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trinesy maaners^ and wor^s*^" which 
, is a charge that was. never advanced againft 

the unitarians^ but conftantly againft the 

Gnoitics. ^* I wonder/' fays he again^ 
how the heterodox can fay that there are 
two Gods in the Old Teftamentf He 

alfo fpeaks of the heretics as iludying elo- 
quence to pleafe their hearers, not to 

** convert them from vice J/* **Such,'' 
. again, fays he, ** are the heretics, who 
adorn their difcourfe, not to convert their 
he^irers, but to pleafe them||." LaiUy, 

he iays, the heretics, through their great 
madnefs, concealed their , private myf- 
teries§/' All thefe charadlers arc exadtly 

* ha aSf«j aula; imhiScoixsv }^ uaia yvw/xw, ualat T^o^oy, 
tuff tfyw, Philofophumeaa, p. 8* i6. 
1 0Bs9 Sow/MtCeiy m wKun mn^ lim deoK mfOffeafh»m Oit^epa^ 

Comment, vol. li. p. 14. 

v^h^ct^9i€mrfs(pov1uvTHiaJt}£(nl In Jer. Horn. J. Com-* 
mcnt. vol. I. p. 

H Taiea fant haeretici, qui orationem fiiain verbofum 
decore componunt, noa ut convertant audicntes a vitiis^ 
fed ut deledent* Opera, vol. i. p. 614. 

tertw^fmlm re i»a^^a tanSim fjwmpia^ Fhilof. p. 6. 

U 2 defcriptive 
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delcriptive of the Gn^^ks, bat not one of 
theoicaii be laid to apply to the unitarians^ 

Bat, befides this, there are a great variety 
of charaders by which Origen diftiaguiihe^ 
heretics in- general^ and by which it may be 
perceived that he could not mea& any be- 
fides the Gnofkics. 

In one place lie evidently confiders the 
unitarians zvi^ bentics ieparately, as two dif- 
tind clafles of men ; but fuppofes that the 
nnitariaas confounded the perfons of ihe 
Father and the Son, on which account they 
were called Fatfip^ffiam^ But notwith- 
ftaading the evil that he £iys of them, he 
acknowledges that they adhered to their 
opinion as thinking that it did honour ta 
Chrift, as on other occalions he afcribes it 
to iheir regard to the one true God the Fa- 
jthcr. We are not," fays he, " to con- 

fider thofe as taking the part of Chrift,. 

who think falfely concerning him> out 
•* of an idea of doing him honour. Such 

are thoie who confound the intelled of 
^ the Father and the Son,, diftingui&ing 

their fubflance in idea and name only. 

Alfo the heretics, who» out; of a de« 
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fire of fpcaking magnificently concerning 
^* iiim, carry their blafphemy very high, 
^ even to the m^ker of the imrld, are not 

not on his fide 

Firmilian, writing to Cyprian on the 
fubjed: of re-*baptizing heretics^ in anfwer 
to one Stephanus, who urged a direction of 
the apoftles to that purpofe, replies, that all 
here^es of any confequence were fuble- 
quent to the time of the apoftles. The en- 
tire paflage, which I ihall infert in the 
notes^ deferves the attention of the reader 

^ Ov n^yamm '^ um vTnp j/tuH *tt»s re^^^^^ (pfovisSas mAt 

favlesoia th fityeO^ mpt otuia ^^omv, a^tjucfv tt^ to ^akttyki^ 
Hou HOfmi T^caiki tov ^ntMUfyoy^ ^ ^^f^iv Comoieat. 

Matt. voL I. p. 47 r. 

f Et quidem quantum ad id pertineat quod Stephanug 
dixit) quail apo^ii cos qui ab haereii veniant baptizari 
prohibuerint, er hoc cufiodiendum pofleris tradiderinc; 
pleniillme vos refpondiftis, neminem tarn ftultum efTc qui 
hoc credat apoilolos tradidiile, quando etiam ipfas haerefes 
cooftetexecrabUes ac detfiftandas poflea eactitifie. Cumct « 
Marcion Cerdonis difcipulus inveniatur, fero poft apoftolus 
et poft longa ab eis tempora, facrileg^ adverfus Deun> 
tnditigfmi MttXiUct ApeUes quo<}Ue blafphemis ejus 

U J ^o^fentieii5 
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It is alfo evident that that excellent bilhop 
confidered the Gnoftics as the only heretics,- 
when he faid they had neither God, nor 
Lord, nor church, nor faith, &c. in com- 
flion with thenir^v 

confentiens multa alia nova et graviora iidei ac verttati 
inimica addiderit. Bed et Vadentini et Badlidis tempus 

jrianitL:ftuni efi quod ct ipfi poll apoilolos ct poll loi-i^aiii 
aetatem, adverfus ecclefiam Dei fceleratis mendaciis fuis 
lebeUaYeriiit. Ceteros quoqtie bseiiticos confbt pnvm 
fuas fc£las et invenUones pcrveffas prout quifque errore" 
du^s eft, pdlea InduxiiTe i quos omnes manlfeflum eft a 
femet ipfis damnatos elle, ante diem judidi inexcafabi* 
lem fenteiuiam adverfus femetipfos dixifte: quorum bap- 
tifma qui confinnat, quid alkid <piam cum ipiis feadjt^dicati 
et fe ipfe participem talibus feciendo eondemnat f Cy* 
priani Opera, vol. 2. p. 219. 

* Porro cum nobis et baereticis nec Deus irnvs fit» nee 
Dominus unus, necunaecclefia, nec fides una, fed necunus 
fpiritus, aut corpus unum > manifeftum eft nec baptifma 
nobis et haereticb commune cfle polle, quibus nihil eft 
omnino commune. Ibid. p. 229. 
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« 

SECTION VI. 
• Of Herefy in a later Period. 

, J T is of no great confcquence to carry 
thefe authorities any farther, as it. is ac- 
knowledged that the unitarians were con- 
fidered as heretics after the time of Origen 5 
and it is poiiible that they may be.fo called 
occalionally by him, as well as others of his 
time who difliked their principles. For 
about this time the term herefy^ began to 
be applied to the do^rines which were hot 

. entertained by thofe qiore learned chriilians^ 
whofe opinions (being in appearance more 
flattering to Chrift, the author of their re- 
ligion) continually gained ground; though 

\it was a long time before the commoa 
people in general could relilh them. So 
well eftablt(hed» however by a long courfe 
of time^ was the fynonymous ufe of the 
terms heretic^ and Gnofticy that they con- 
tinued to be fo ufed Qccaiionally, even long 
after the decrees of councils had pronounced 
Other doftrines to be heretical 1 and of this 
\ ihall give fome inilances. 

y 4 Athanafiui; 
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Athanafius fays, ** the heretics make to 
themfelves another maker of the univerfe 
bcfides the Father of our Lord Jefus 
Chrift */' Indeed, Athanafius confi- 
dercd the proper unitarians in a more fa-» 
vo arable light than he did either the Gnof- 
tics or the Arians f. Again, he iays, the 
heretics, kaviag the difciplinc of thp 
church, and making fliipwreck of faith, 
— make themlelves another God be- 
^< fides the true God, the Father of Chrift, 
who, they iky, was unbegotten, the 
" author of evil, and the maker of the 
•« world^/' 

Eufebius, fpeaking of the herefies of 
the Jews, and thole of the Greeks, de<* 
fcribes them as atheiftical, fome of them 
introducing feveral contrary principles, and 

* Oi 3^ INTO Tor tufmm Mm taSoif aM^'Mm ^i^iMfm 
rm mavkv'sjapa rw meStfans mfpm rif/m liters x^vs* Delncai^ 
^latione. Opera, vol. i* p« 55* 

t See Opera, vol. x. p. 975, 977, 978. 

mapcuppannif urn • mam^arMm & taulot$ «Mya tov tftfiSnnf tv 
X^ifit nalEpa dcov ilepov, 3^ ofycmAirt ri nam moaim ^ VH 
MOKUH afx;*ryov, rev tjjj ijiwwj Ji^s^yov. Contra Gentes, 
Opera,vol. i.p.6f ' 

other$ 
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others afcribing the government of the uni-^ 
verfe to wicked pcrfons He alfo fays, 
that Simon Magus was the leader of ail 
hereiy -f-. 

Cyril of Jerufalem, whofe neighbour- 
hood feems to have abounded with Gnofi* 
tics, and efpecially with Manicheans, ad- 
vifes to hate all heretics, but efpecially 
thofe who had their name from mad- 
nefs meaning Manes ; and through 
his whole work he generally fpeaks of the 
Gnollics as if he had thought them to be 
the only proper heretics, though he does 
not fcruple occaiionaily to give the fame 
appellation to others who thought differ- 
ently from him. Thus he joins others in 
calling Simon Magus the inventor of all 
herefy §. The heretics, ' he fays, « da 
f< not acknowledge one God Almighty. 

* In Pfa. 64. Mottt&ucon's CoUe&io Patrum, vol. i; 
P- 3»3- 

ff(9vfipatuf. Hid. lib. 2. cap. 1 3. p. 62. 

frwfuiicif* Cat* 6. p« 91* 
^ "Kju^voffnis fAC9 ctfSffius tt^ihs SffMV c M«yof > Cat. 6. p. S 7« 

For ' 

r 

t 

I 
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For almighty is he who rules over alU 
and has power over all ; for thc^ who 
fay he is Lord uf the Ibul, but not of the 
body, do not make him perfed. For 
how can he be perfcd who wants either 
** of thefc ? If he has power ovci ilw foul, 
and not over the body» how is he al« 
mighty ^ and if he has power over the 
body, and not over the foult how is be 
almighty * r ^ 

The term heretic fccms alfo to be appro-* 
priated to the Gnodics in the following 
paiTage: Nor has the devil made theic 
attempts with refped to the Gentiles 
only I but many who are faliUy called 
chrillians, improperly called by the frag* 
rant name of Chrift, have impioufly dared 
to alienate God from his own works. I 
mean the heretics, who arc aboaiiiublc 

m9miMA(^9 TMirXnm, mmytfnfmt^t >mwm mmm 
walr w ttln f . C^t. 8« p. II I. 

and 
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and atheiftical, pretending to be lovers of 
Chrift, but who are in reality haters of 
Chrift ; for he who blaiphemes the .Fa- 
*' ther of Chrift is the enemy of the Son. 
Ye hiave dared to fay, that there are two 
deities, one good and the other evil *. 
Let the^mouth8 of all heretics he ftop*- 
ped who complain of the body» or rather 
of him that formed it Laftly, imme- 
diately after fpeaking of unitarians, who 
faid that Chrift was from the earth only, he 
mentiops the heretics, who fay that Jefus is 
one perfon, and Chrift another J/* Here- 
tics feem alio to be ufed as fynonymous 
to Gnoftics in other parts of his work^. 

Cat. 6. p. 85. 

t <i>{/A8Sa)<ray yap oi m^slmt mavlig qi Ha}nyophnP,£S rcov ^a^jLc^m^ 
lUO^ oJZk *tH m%affmlof^ Cat. 1 3. p* 162. 

X Km ^ TOf 'Mm TfiP eupilaim^ reof ^cyovW, ftstf am 
TOV Xfi^ov^ a»^v o£ TOV I>iff!iv, Cat. io. Optia, p. 125. 

§ Seep. 1x61 145. 

' Bafii 
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Eafil, diftliiguifl:iing between heretics and 
fchifmatica, fays, that the heretics were 

.entirely broken off from the church, on 

account of the faith itfclf ♦ and all the 
inftance^ that he mentions are of Gnoitics* 
Grcgoiy Nazianzen, who reprefents the Fa- 
ther as the only perfon in the trinity who 
was ipared in his time, fays, that he was 
the firft who had been diihonoured. by the 
heretics, bein^ divided into tbi -good and 
the demiurgus 'f-. This was never laid to 
^e charge. of the unitariana. 

Where," fays Jerom, *^ is Marcion» 

Valcntinus, and all the heretics, who 
aifert th^t one being was the maker of the 
world, that is, of things viiible, and an- 
other of things in viiible ;}:•" All within 
^' the church^'' he; fays again^ are ruilii? 
** and Ample, all heretics Ariilotelians or 

^cttf Ad Ainpbiiochium £p. Opera, vol« 3. p. 20, 

1o,uj.Tj. Or. Opera, p. 428. 

X Ubi funt Marcion et Valentiiius, et pmnes hseretici, 
qui alterum mMndi, id eft, vifibilium, alterum afTerunt 
invifibilium CiOiuU|;orefli I Ijq Epb. <;ap. 5. Opera, vol. 6^ 
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Piatoniils ^J" .Of thefe two deicriptions 
of men, the former, by the confcffion of all 
Wtiquity, much better applied to the unU 
tarians than the latter. 

Chryibftom reprefenta it as an anfwer to 
** all the hcrefy that would ever arife, that 
Mofes faid, in the beginning God created 
the heaveus and the earth/' He adds. 
If the Manicheans come to you, and talk 
^* of their pre-exiflent matter^ or Marcion, 
•* or Valentinus, or the gentiles, fay to them, 
in the beginning God created the heavens 

and the earth-f This was never denied 
by any unitarian. 

Laftly, CEcumenius reprefents the wif- 
dotn of the vvuild as the cauic of herery;!;^ 

♦ Ecclefiaflici cnim rufiici funt ct fimpliccs : omnes veto 
lueretici Ari(loteUci et Platonici funt. In Pf. 77. Opera^ 
vol. 7. p. 95. 

AwavU i^vts^tlo 'ssatjOi ofMU ra; ^iKtfV S^i^amv tTTipvOfAoa^ 
ea^fst^ 'th vtM^airta /tok^sv amffvtn ^ 7s emuy' er d^pxff nrodim 

csroi^f;, Tccyc <37^c; auiov ' iv ofx^ CTTooi^fv 0 $10$ tov OifOWV Tw 7nv# 

In Gen. cap. 1. Opera, vol. 2. p. 13. 
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and this writer always fpeaks of the uni* 
tartans as a Jimpk people Thcic ^rc Jl 
evident traces of its having been an original 
opinion, that the Gnoiiics were the only 
heretics ; fince the language and the lenti<» 
meat occurred lo Irequcatly after the pcia<» 
ciplc ulcli lud been ubaaJuacJ, which is a 
thing by no means uncommon* 



a. p. 465. 



CHAP- 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the Apojlles Creeds as a guard again^ 

. Gnojlicifm. 

JsJOTHING perhaps that has hitherto 

been advaiiCLil caa give us fo clear an 
idea of the extrehie dread which the catho- 
lic chridians entertained of the principles of 
the Gnoftics, as an attention to the feveral 
articles of that creed which is commonly 
cdWtA t he apoJlleSi all of which, in its origi- 
nal ftatCj were evidently intended to exclude 
the Gnollics, and no other clafs of perfons 
whatever. 

A profeflion of faith in the divine miffion 
of Chrift, and generally of repentance alfo, 
which had been the great objed: of John's 
baptifm, to which that of Chrift fucceeded, 
was always required of every perfon who 
was a candidate for admiffion into the chrif- 
tian church. But while there were no he- 
relies that gave much alarm to the body of 
chriftians^ it was thought fuffictent to make 

the 
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the catechumens fimply to profefs their 
faith in Chrift, or, if they were Jews, that 
Jefus was the Meiliah ; and fuch are all the 
inftanccs of baptifm that are mentioned in 
the book of Afts. But afterwards, whether 
in the time of the apoftles, or not, but very 
probably before the death of John, other 
articles were added, intended to exclude per« 
fons who were not thought to be proper 
members of chriftian churches, though they 
did profefs to believe in the divine miiHoii 
of Chrift. At what time each of thefe 
articles was inferted in the creed is not 
known; and indeed the pradice of the 
church appears to have been various in this 
refpect, fome articles having been uied in 
one church, and others in another, and rtill 
Jefs was the fame form of words ftridly ad- 
hered to. 

We are able, however, in fome meafure, 
to trace the progrefs of this baptifmal creed 
by its being publi/hed, with more or lefs of 
comment, by different chriftian writers^ 
from Irensus, who is the firil who has 
given any of the articles of it, to Ruffinos, 
who firft publiihed a profeiled commentary 
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upon it, and (ince whofe time no confider* 
able alterations have been made in it. And 
it is remarkable that Irendcus introduces this 
creed into his treatife on herefy^ as a proof 
that the perfons he wrote againft were con- 
- damned by it ; and in thofe parts of his 
work he condemns none but the Gnjoitics; 
Accordingly we read in Optatus, that he- 
** retics deferted the facred fymbol''^^' for fo 
.this creed was called, and this was not true 
of any fet of perfons whatever befides the 
Gnoftics, 

We have accounts of this creed in two 
different places of the work of Irenasus ; 
and though it is evident that he does not • 
give this creed in the very words in which 
it was delivered to the catechumens (indeed 
the two copies of the creed that he does give, 
difiering confiderably from each other, is a 
proof that he did not inean to give the creed 
itfelf, but only a commentary upon it) it is 
eafily to perceive by his glofs what was the 
real objed of each article in it, and for 
this purpofe I ihall recite both his copies* 

* * 

* Hseretici vero, veritatis exules, fani veriffimi fyin« 

bull dcfertorcs,*— lib. i* p. IJ« 

Vol. I. X ;*Hc 
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He who holds without fwcrving the 
rule of truth which he received at bap« 
tifm, will underftand the names, phrafes, 
*^ and parables of the fcriptures, and will 
<^ not know this blafphemous hypotheiis.— 
The churches planted by the apoilles^ 
and their difciples to the end of the earth, 
received that lakh which is in one God, 
the Father Ahnighty, who made the hea- 
vens and the earth, atid the fea, and ail 
things that are in them ^ and in one Jefua 
Chrift, the ion of God, incarnate for our 
^'falvation; and in the holy fpirit, who 
preached by the prophets the difpenfa- 
tion of the gofpel, and the coming, and 
the birth by a virgin, and his fuiFerings 
and refurredlion from the dead, and the 
«^ afcent of our beloved Lord Jefus Chrift 
<^ into heaven in the flefh, and his retura 
5* from heaven in the glory of the Father, 
to complete all things, and to raife all 
the fieili of manlsLind ; that to Chriil: Je- 
fus, our Lord and God, and Saviour, 
*^ and king, according to the will of the 
«^ invifible Father, every knee might bow, 
of things in heaven, and things in earth, 

« and 
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and things under the earth, that every 
*^ tongue ihould confefs to bim» and that he 
fhpuld judge all in rightcoufnefs ; that 
** he might fend into evcrlafting lire fpiri- 
tual wjckednefs, the angels who tranf- 
** grelTcd, and who apoftatized, the ungod- 
*^ ly» the wicked, and lawlefs, and blaf- 
phemous men; but give life immortal, 
and eternal glory, to the righteous, the 
holy, and thofe who keep his command- 
ments, thofe who remain in his love 
from the beginning, and alfo thoic who 
" repent*. 

HMEN yap tnnAri'jioL^ kowjib^ «aS oMi t»$ qiksi^Viv^ c;r£jii7u.y 

Ttpavcv^ xj Tnv ynv, xj to; SaAaccrof, xj 'ssavla ra S¥ ctJlotf^ wtft» . xj 
£15 sva xfiTOv IjiCijy, Tcv uiov Ts Sea, Tcy o-afKu^ivra u^ep mi ntAilspoi 

isaaav aupaa 'zjxjr.; av^puTTo'i^oi. iva Xf^ro} Ir.jd t&j Kupiu n/xuv^ 

Xa 
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The other copy^ if it may be fo called^ 

of the baptifmal creed is fliorter than this^ 
but to the fame purpofe ; reprefenting all 
chri(lians as believing in one God the 
maker of hcavea and earth, and of all 
^* things that are therein, by Jefus Chrift, 
the fun of God, who from his great love 
to his creatures, fubmitted to be born of 
*^ a virgin ; he by himfelf uniting man to 
God,. and fufFered under Pontus Pilate; 
and having rifen again, and being received 
into glory, will come to fave thofe who 
are faved, and to judge thofe who are 
judged, and fend into everlafting fire 
thofe who change the truth, and defpife 
the Father and his coming *. 

moot xafju^n sTrspasfiav Emytm iy xalax^ovi^v, ^ 'aao'a yXao"* 
ccL ^0fgi6?iaiyn^at avl», )^ xpiaw ^xcum i»*rot§ wan vmffiScu • ra 

rw ca^ftifxm &i to aman wip vsftin * txu; h hieumii^ ly ooxoif , 

^ eameof mfvnmni. Lib, i. cap; 2«'p* 45. 

* In unum Dcum credentes fabiicatorcm caeli et ternp, 
et omnium quas in eis funt, per Chriilum Jefum Dei 
um. Qui propter eminentiifimam erga figmentum fuun 



«c 
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The articles in our prefent creed to which 
thofe in thefe two gloiles correlpond, are 
eafily perceived to be the following^ " \ 
believe in God the Father Almighty, 
maker of heaven and earth, and in Jefus 
Chrift his only Son our Lord, who was 
*/ conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the 
" Virgin Mary, fuffered under Pontius Pilate 
^ was crucified, dead, and buried. The third 
day he rofe from the dead, he afcended , 
** into heaven, and fitteth at the right 
^* hand of God the Father Almighty, from 
thence he ihall come to J udge the living 
and the dead." To thefe perhaps may- 
be added the article which, in a ftill mbre 
explicit manner, exprefTes the refurre^tioa 
of the dead, or as it was more anciently 
expreiTed of the Jkjb. 

Thefe are certainly all the articles to 
which thofe in the two gloffes of Irenasus 
can be fuppofed to correlpond ^ and nothing 

nult, ipfe per fe hominem adunans Deo; et paffus Tub Pon* 

tio Pilato et refurgens, et in claritate receptus, in gloria 
venturus (alvator eonim qui (alvantur^et jude3( eorum 
qui judicantur, et mittens in ignem «ternum transHgura* 
tores veritatis, et contemptoies Patiis (ui et adveatus ejus* 
Lib. 3. cap. 4. p«206« 

X3 ^ caa 
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can be more evident than that every one of 
them was intended to exclude the Gnof- 
tics, except perhaps, that which I'peaks of 
Chrift as born of a, virgin. But even this 
might not be intended to defcrtbe the hinh 
of Chnil \ii fuch a manner as to exclude 
thole who thought it natural, fo much ^% 
to aflert that he was really and properly 
born, in oppoiition to thofe Gnoitics wi^ 
faid that he was not properly born, as he 
took nothing from his mother^ As we 
Icara frpm Origcn that there were even in 
the Gentile church fome perfons who did 
not believe the miraculous conception, and 
as this i-' only a ^luis upon the creed 
given by Irensus, who did believe it, and 
thought it to be of conliderable import* 
ancc, wc cannot be fure that this article ia 
its prefent form, was in the creed as it was 
made ufe of in his time. At moil, this 
article could only be intended to exclude 
from chriilian communion thole unitarians 
who difbclicvcd the uiiiuculuiis conccptiwU, 

and by no means thofe who did believe it» 

whicii is the cole of aimoll all the um-*^ 
taiians of tlic prcfcnt ngc. 

Indeed 



Digitized by 



1 



Chap. V. * the only Heretics. 311 

..Indeed the fadl, which is univerfally ac- 
knowledged, viz. that great numbers of 
unitarians were in communion with the 
catholic churchy before and after the time 
of IrenseuSy futBciently proves that the pro- 
per creed, to which all chriftians gave their 
confenty did not contain any articles that 
muft (if they had any operation or efFedl) 
have excluded them. The learned Dr. 
Grabe fuppofes that the article concerning 
the miraculous conception, was not in the 
early baptiOnal creeds, but was reierved for 
a head of inftrudlion after baptifm*. 

All the other articles above mentioned 
are acknowledged by the learned writer of 
the Uiftory of the Apojlles Greedy to be di- 
reAed againil the Gnoitics^ who did not 
believe that the maker of heaven and earth 
was the Father of Jefus Chriili that Jefus 
was the Chrift, that he was ever properly 
born» or fuffered, and who did not believe 
in a refurredion, or future judgment. If 
it be thought that any of thefe articles, or 
any claufe in them^ was not originally in^ 

* Anndtata in Bulli Jttdictum) cap. 6. Bulli Opera, 
P' 339- 

X4 .tended 
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tended to exclude the Gnoftics, at leaft it 
cannot be faid that they were intended to 
exclude any other fet of menj but to ex<- 
prefs fuch fads, or principles, as were be- 
lieved by all chriftians. 

Dr. Sykes obferves, that iince thefe two 
creeds of Ircnaeus do not agree in words, 
nor confill of the fame arti(^leSt butdifi^r 
in many inftances, they cannot be looked 
upon as creeds of any church, but as 
fummaries of the do&rines of chriilianity 
drawn up in this author's own form*/* 
However, though they certainly, for thefe 
reafQns, are not creeds in words, and form, 
th^y are evidently the writer's glois, or 
comment on fome adual creed, and allude 
to the particular articles of one. 

The next copies of the creed, or at leaft 
fomcthing like it, we find in the writings 
of TertulUan j who gives us three of them, 
^11 very different from each other, and from 
thofe of Irenaeus % two of them evidently 
diffufe glofles, and more likely to be fo, as 
they are introduced into treattfes againft 

♦ Enquiry when the refurrcdion of the body was ift- 
lerted in the public creeds, p« i u 

I. particular 



Digitized by Google 



C H A p . V, the only Heretics* 2^3 

• 

particular hercfies ; the o^her more fimple, 
and being inferted in a treatife relating to 
pradice, is more likely to approach nearer 
to the real creed propofed to the catechu-- 
. mens in his time. It is as follows • The 
rule of faith is only one, admitting of np 
*f change or emendatioq, requiring us to be- 
Heve in one God Almighty, the maker of 
the world ; and in his Son Jefus Chrift, 
born of the Virgin Mary, crucified under 
** Pontius Pilate, raifed from the dead on the 
third day» received up into heaven^ now 
f fitting at the right hand of the 1 ather, 
•* and who will come again to judge both 
f • the living and the dead, even by the re* • 

furredion of the flefli. This law of 
** faith remaining, other things, being mat- 
ters of difcipline and cpndud, adiiiit of 
new corredlions, the grace of God co% 
operating*." 

* Reguk quidem fidet una omnino ell, Tola, immo^ 
bilis, et irreformabilis, credendi fcOicet in unicum deum, 

omnipotentem, mundi conditorem, et filium ejus Jefutn 
Chriftum, Datum ex Virguie Maria, crucifixum fub Pontio 
Pilato, teitia die refufcitatuin a mortuis, receptum in caelis 

fedentem nunc ad dextrani patris, venturum judicare vivos 

etiSiortuos, per carnis etiamirefune^oneint Hac lege 

fidei 
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This creed contains no articles that are 
not contained in the creed of Irenxus, cx* 
cept the more diftind mention of the re- 
furredtion of the fleih» which it is well 
known all the Gnoftics denied ; fo thai 
there can be no doubt of its having been 
dircdcd againft them. 

The fecond creed of TertuUian occurs 
in his treatife De Pmfcriptione^ in which 
he combats the Gnoilic doArine; and 
therefore he enlarges upon the feveral ar- 
ticles^ with a view to make it more evi« 
dently levelled againft them. ^* The rule 
of faith is that by which we are taught 
to believe that there is but one God» 
and this no other than the maker of the 
*^ world, who produced every thing out of 
nothing, by his own word,' then firft 
" fent down ; that that word was called 
his Son, that he appeared varioufly in 
the name (i. e. in the charad;er) of God 
to the partriarchs, that he was aft^rwa^d) 

fidci mancnte, caetera jam difciplinae ct converfationis, ad- 
mittunt novitatem corre^onis, opcranie fcilicct ct profi- 
ciente ufque ad finem gratia dd« De Virgiiiibus velandi\ 
fcft. I. p. 173. 

« tonvejr^4 
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conveyed by the Spirit, and power of 
" Qod the Father, into the Virgin Mary; 
that he was made ilefli in her womb, and 
from her appeared in the pcrfon of Jefus 
** Cbriit 5 that he thence preached a new 
law, and a new promife of the kingdom 
of heaven ; that he performed miracles, 
was fixed to the crofs, rofe again on the 
third day, was taken up into heaven, fat 
f * at the right hand of the Father, fent the 
power of the Holy Spirit in his place to 
f * infpire believer^ ; that he will come with 
glory to take the faints to inherit eternal 
^< life, and the celeftial promifes^ and to 
*f judge the wicked to everlafting fire, be- 
ing raifed again in their flefli*." Admit- 

Regula eft autem fidei, ut jam hinc quid defendamus 

prpliteamur, ilia fcilicct qua creditur unum omnino Dcum 
e0C| nec alium pr<xter mundi conditorems qui univer- 
fa de nihilo produxerit, per verbum fuum primo gmniuin 
denMlTum : Id verbum filium ejus appellatum, in nomme 
Dei varie vifuni a patriarch is, in prophetis femper audi- 
tum, poftremodelatum ex fpiritu pajtris, Dei et virtute, in 
V irgincm Mariam, carnem fadlum in utero ejus, et ex ea na- 
tum egiiTe [exiiiej JelumChriftum : exinde praedicaiTenovaixi 
legem, et novam promiilionem regnt ccelorum : virtutes 
fecifle : fixum cruce \ tertia die refurrexifie : in CGeloa * 
ercptum fediile ad dextcraiu Fatris ; mifiiTe vicariam vim 

fpiritus 
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ting this to have been the genuine creed, 

every article in it is Itill more evidently 
pointed at the Gnoftics. 

The third copy of the creed^ or rather a 
Another glois upoa it, is found in Tertul^ 
Jian's Trcatife againft Praxeas ; and being 
a glofs, the object of it is evidently to make 
it exprefs more clearly his ow^n doilrine 
of the perfonification of the logos, which 
Praxeas denied. It is as follows: We 
believe in one God, but under that difp 
penfation which we call the oeconomy ; 
^* fo that there is alfo a Son of this one 
God, his word, who proceeded from 
him, by whom all things were made, 
and ^ without whom nothing was made 
that was made i that lie was fent by the 
^< Father into a virgin, and of her born man 
*^ and God) the fon of man, and the fon of 
God, and called Jefus Chrifl 5 that he 
fttfFered^ died^ and, was buried| according 

♦ 

fplritus fandi, qui credentes agat: venturum cum clari^ 
tate, ad fumcndos fan£):os in vitse sternse et pFomiflbrum 
cceleftium frudlum, et ad profanes adjudicandos igni per- 
petuo, fa6^a utriufque partis r«fu{citatioae cum xeiU- 
tutione. Se£l;.i3. p. 206* 



* 
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to the fcriptures ; that he was raifed. by 
the Father, and taken up into heaven, 
that he, fits at the right hand of the Fa- 
ther, and that he will come to judge the 
living and the dead ; who thence, ac- 

** cording to his promife, fent from the 
Father the Holy Spirit, the comforter, 

«* and the fandifier of the faith of thofe 
who believe in the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit*." 

Of the other articles which were added 
to the creed afterwards, an account may be 

feen in the learned Hijhry of the creed men- 
tioaed above, and it is very apparent that 

* Unicum quldem deum credimus, fub hac tamen dif* 
penfatimie quam occonomiam dicimus, ut unici dei ftt ct 
hlius fermo ipfius,qui ex ipfo proccHcrit, per qucm oraixia 
fada fuiit, et fine quo fadum eft nihil i hunc miiTum a 
patre in virginem, et ex ea natum hominem et deum« 
filium hominis et filium dei, et cognominatum Jefum 
Chriftum. Hunc paffum, bunc mortuum, et fepultum, 
fecundum fcripturas^ et refufcitatum a patre, et in cslos 
refumptum, fcdere ad dextram piitris, venturum judicare 
vivos et mortuos, qui extnde miferit, fecundum promtifi- 
onem fuam, a patre fpiritum fan£(um, paracletum, fandi* 
ficatorem fidei eorum qui credunt in patrem et fiiium et 
fpiritum (an£tum. Hanc regulam ab initio evangelii de** 
cucurriiTe, &c. Ad* i'laxeam^ fed, 2* p* 501* 

they 
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they were all levelled at particular hcrca<:3 - 
but all the original articles of the creta 
were calculated to exclude the Gnoftjc*, 
and not one of them can be faid to affed 
the unitarians, clpccially if they bclicv^cd 
the miraculous conception, as I m?.y have 
occalion to obferve more particularly here- 
after. At prefcnt I produce thele creeds 
with a view to fticw how foon the cbriftian 
church took the alarm at the principles of 
the Gnoftics, and how careful they were to 
take all the methods in their power to keep 
them out of the church* 

It appears from Cyril of Jcrufalcm, that 
the ufe that was made uf the creed was to 
interrogate each of the candidates for bap* 
tifm, whether they believed the feveral ar« 
ticks of it*. 

I Ihall corichulc this account of the creed 
with obfcrving that, in the Apoilolical Con- 
Aitutions, which were probably writtea in 
the fourth century, we have a very ihort 

aad 
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and fimple creed propofed. For it is there 
faidj that the faith of chriftians is to be- 

licve that there is one Ahuighty God, 
and no othen and that he alone is to be 

'* worfliipped by Jefus Chrift, in the holy 

*^ fpirit 

In the times in which the dod:rlne of 
the trinity was much agitated, th^ articles 
of the apofllcs creed were not thought 
to be fuliicicnt ^ and fonie of the mure 
zealous bifhops propofed the Nicene creeds 
' and other tcfts to thofe who were in com- 
munion with them. Theodoret made his 
catechumens recite the Nicene creed at 
baptifm-f*. Epiphanius alfo propofed a 
large creed to be ufed at baptifm, in oppo- 
fition to heretics J, But this practice does 

tsa-M/iQi v!nuyt,xii, Gonftitut. Apoit. lib. 6. p. "^.i^. " 
f Tiv 7^ ^ cmfrov flo; r« «myi« m^mlas ^oaAfffMok^t i^ 

, mim wanjv m^aairyofm «rfo^efw7f Epift. 1 45. Opera, voL 
3. p. 1023. 

t Ancomus, fe£t. 121 • Operai voL a* X23* 

not 
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not appear to have been general. A copy 
of the apoftles creed, much enlarged, with 
a kind of comment, may be iccn ia the 
works of Cyril of Alexandria ^. 



CHAPTER VI. 

Of the Do£lritti of Plato concermng GW^ mi 
ibe general Syjlem of Naiwn. 

tT v/ill be fccn, that what was called er- 
tbodox cbriftioBity after the coimcil of 
Kice had received a conhderable tinge from 
the tenets of Guofticilni, of vvlin.ii .1 view 
has been given in the laft iedioa» Bot the 
proper iource of it was the philoibphy o£ 

The dodrine of the pirfmificMkm of iha 

logos, or the dtvinc irUclUd, coniiiUag of the 
attributes of wifilom^ power^ 8cc. was cer- 
tainly introduced by the PlatoniAi^ tod 

* Ppccaivol. t. p. 699. 

from 
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from them it was adopted by the chriftian 
Fathers i but it appears to me^ froai a' 
pretty careful examination of the writings 
of Plato^ that this was not done by him- 
felf, though the confufion of his ideas gave 
occaiion to it, or fomething like it, in his 
followers. 

According to Plato, the univerfe was 
made by the fupreme God, whom he often 
fliles ct>*^^, or the good^ without the inftru- 
mentality of any fobordinate being what- 
ever, only making it according to a pattern 
previoully formed in his pvvu mind. Lan- 
guage to this cffcifl is frequent in his writ- 
ings ; but there is a manifeft confulion in 
his account of the ideas of the divine mind^ 
by means of which the plan of the univerfe 
was formed I fo that he fometime^ makes 
them to be a fecond principle of things, and 
the world itfelf, which was produced fronii 
thofe ideas, a third principle. But I do not 
find that he ever proceeded ib far as to make 
the. divine mind, or xo>®^, a Jecond God^ 
a diiliiiLt intelligent being. 

The DemiurgtiSy or immediate maken of 
the world, according to the following paf- 

Vol. I. " Y fa^e, 
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Ikge^ was evidently the fupreme Being him« 
felf, and not any fubordinate agent, or prin- 
ciple» whatever. " You Will fay," fays he, 
that all animals that are produced^ and 
** perifhable, and which formerly were not» 
either have their origin from ibme God, 
^* who made them, or according to the opi- 
nion of the vulgar* What opinion ? That 
nature produced them as a felf-moving 
caufe, without (J'l^foict) intelligence ; or 
with a divine knowledge, and reaibn 
(A«y^) which comes from God 
• I have not met with any paflagc more 
favourable to the doctrine of a fecond Gwt^ 
employed in making the world, in all the 
writings of Plato, than this ; and yet it is 
tvident that the hgos here fpoken of, as that 
by which God made the univerfe^ was, la 
his idea, fynonymous with J'ntvQtA and i^i^niiti^ 
or his underjlanding^ and by no mean» aoy 
othoj: proper perfon ot agent. , 

rufif ^Mffiv aula yma¥^ otto T<y®~ atliag ctJlo^ns^ ^ am ^tawrm 

phiftcs, p. ii4^ ■ 

That 
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That, iu Plato's idea, it was the fuprcmc 
Being who himfelf accompHAed the work 
of creation, is evident trom lu« reprellen* 
tuiou of him as rejoicing at th-j cuacluiioa 
of it. Whea he iaw the fyftem in mo* 
tion, aad conddcrcd the bcautuui image 
«^ of the eiernal gods, the generating Fa* 
thcr rejoiced, and was glad, and thought 
to nuke it more to rcfcuiblu liu: pat- 
tera^/* The refemblaoce betwecQ this 
pali'ageand that of Muic^, Uca. i. 31. Jind 
God Jaw every tbh:g that be bad made^ and 
behold ii tM/ very good, is very ilriking ; Co 
that it is no \vuiiJ».i tiut iuany j)cnoiis 
Ihould have thought that Plato had £bea tho 
wriung^ of Moks, and copied from them. 
But I think that if Plato had taken liis 
from Mofes, he would have uken morej 
and in other r^^ipcds the theology of Plata 
is very different indeed from that of Mofet , 
though they both agree in reprefcntiog tho 
fupremc Being himfclt liuv^n^ audc mI , 

Y 2 things 
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things by his owa power^ and to have pro^ 
nounccJ them very good. 

That the fupreme Being himfelf is the 
Dcmiurgus according to Plato, and not any 
fubordinate being, is alfo evident from this 
paffage : Nothing can be produced with- 
out a caufc, for when the Damuigui look* 
to what i$ always the fame'* (meaning 
the images of things always cxiiUng in his 
mind) and making ufe of this as t pat- 
*^ tern» produces into a& his idea and 
•* power, every thing mud: necellarily be 
iinilhed in the moft perfed manner 
Plato never didinguiihes the Dimurgut 
from the creator of the world, ^ his ioU 
lowers and the chriftian Fathers were caie^^ 
ful to do ; and with rcfpcdk to all the 
mortal beings 9 Plato introduces the fupreme 
Being as folcmnly addrciiing thcmt iod 
calling himfelf their Dcmiurgus^ •* Cods of 

Gods> of whom I am the maker^ and the 

>l^yj0 , ^f6fT9 MeSm TaAi O0P ^^tMs, mm tii^tai ^ift^gfm* 

amt •kn mmAim^ m, i uoxui^ p. 4; 7. 

Father 
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Father of the works, which are made b/ 
myfelf &c. 

Much ha$ been faid concerning the PUr 
^ tonic Logos 1 but if by this be meant a per- 
ibu diftinft from the being whofe logos it 
iSy we muft not look for it in the writings 
of Plato himfelf, but in thofe of his fol- 
lowers. According to Plato, logos has only 
two acceptations, viz. thoijs otjpeecb, and 
of rid/oHy fuch as is found in ijian. Hav^ 
ing fpoken of one logos as infirm, and land- 
ing in need of afliftance, he fays, there is 
" another logos^ the natural brother of this, 
much better, and more powerful, viz. 
" that which is written with knowledge ia 
« the mind of. the learner, able to help 
itfelf, knowing with whom to fpeak, and 
with whom to be filent. Pbad. You 
mean the living and animated logos of an 
intelligent perfon, of which that which is 
*« written may be jufUy called the image+.'* 

* am daw, w lyw 'i^ 'n^^ 

Timseus, p. 481. 

+ Ti If ofit-v.t£v ?^yw rm Mi^^oit ym^w tw Tp^« 

Y3 fnm 
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This is evidently a defcription (thaughn 
very poor one) of reajun^ as a faculty of 
the mind, and by no nxeans that of a perfon, 

Plato makes the fame ditliadtion iu bis 
Theateius. After defining one logos to 
mean Jpeecb^ he fays of anothec^ •* They 
** who think rightly are faid to think 'witb 
*^ logos^ and there can be no right opinion 

without knowledge -f/' In this pafiage 
he is defcribing a property of the mind of 
man J hnt there can be no doubt of his hav« 
ing the lame idea of the conflitutioa of the 
divine mind, as he no where lappofes that 
there is, in this refpedt, any^difibrence be<)^ 
tweea them, which the chriftian Fathers 
very particularly point out. For, accord- 
ing to them, the divine logos becadoe a 
permanent principle, or perfon, which tbc 
human logos could not be. 
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The term m is another denomination of 
the logos ^ iignifying the mtelligaice ot wif- 
dom of God ; but I find no pcrfoniUcation 
of this principle in Plato. One of his de- 
^aitions of it is the following, is 

either the fame thing with truth, or «x« 
** ceedingiy like to it This ds far from 
being au accurate definition ; but there is 
by no means any ptrfonifkation in it, and 
Plato makes no difference between the mind 
of man^ and that of God in this refpeA* 

The things to which there is the greateft 
appearance of Plato giving a permanent 
cxiftepce, as original principles oj tbmgs, are 
the ideas in the divine mind^ from which was 
formed the exemplar^ or pattern of the vifible 
world. But if all that he has advanced on 
this fubjed (with refpcft to which his 
own ideas were far from being dear) be 
attended to, it will be perceived, that by 
ideas he meant what we may <iall, 4beMe^ 
ments^ or rather the objedls^ of real knowledge^ 
of which the minds of philofophers, as well 
as the divine mind, were poffelTed. But by 

' ideas 
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ideas be did not meao what we now do hj 

that urm, yiz. the linage left la the mlad 
by the imprciTion of external objcfts. 

If underJianJing, and rigii ofiimoM," he 
idy$, be two fpeclcs of things, tlicre mud 
be things that are not perceived by cor 
fenfes, but by the underftanding only*/* 
Then, averting that undcrjiarjding aiiJ n^c: 
opinion are two fpecies of things, he iayi, 
that of one of thcle (meaning rigit opi* 
nion) all men arc capable ; but of the 
forn)er» viz. or underJiimdiMg^ only the 
** gods, and a few mca are capable" Ad* 
mitting this diftindion* he fays, it wUl 
follow that there mud be a Ipecles of 
things" (iiicdiu;ig no doubt, .Vi-*} 
not fubjed to generation or deftrudioa. 
«^ receiving nothing from without^ nor ever 
leaving their feat to go to any thing that 
is without^ and which the underlkndiD^ 
alonp can look iptof/' 
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' Ariftotle, tn bis animadverfioiit on the 

ideas of PUco, gives the ikme accouat of 

the origin of this hypothefi&» but he ex* 

plaint it more intelligibly. ^ The doc* 
trine of ideas/* he fays^ was advaoced 

^< by thofe who were convinced by tho 
, reaibning of Heraclitus, that all fcoiibic 
things are always flowing'* (or changing) 

f ' fo that if there be any fach thing as real 
knowledge" (which was fuppofed to re* 

quire a fixed objed) there mnft be things 
of a different nature from thofe that are 
the UL>jccis of our fenfcs. They mail be 
fixed, for there can be no proper |cnow* 

*^ ledge of things that arc flowing'^.'* 

Such were the wretched mctaphyfics, 

undefcrving of any confutation at this day« 

oa which this fubiime dodrioe of ideas was 

founded, 

* £MiCii^«ni|in»ti3^&^t«(iinn». h^x^mm^mmmtfL 
MHaphyfica, Kb. I2« op. 4. Opemt vol* a» p- 749* 

To 
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To this ^ftim of ideas^ cxiiliog ia tiie 
divine nuod, Plato dfewhcrc gives the 
name of the. invrfihle and inteliigible wrU $ 
and he is here coatraiiing it with lJ}e vi^He 
worlds of which it was the typc^ or pattern % 
£tying, there is a fecond^ Similar lo tliis» 
** and he&ring the fame lume" (viz. that of 
world which means the whole vifiUe 
fyikm, and not this earth in particukr) 
that is ^u ccivcd by the fcnfcs, gent rated, 
always tn mottoOt in fome pbce» IvMfA 
alfo to deftruction, and apprehended bf 
opinion ^" (which he makes to be a dtf* 
ferent thing from under/landing) and tm 
Jl/iJ?s,*' Then, after having fpokcn of 
thefe two principleSt the vifible and imi^ 
hble worlds, he fpeaks of a imrd ihi^^ 
•* which affords place for every thing, and 
is not fubjed to corruption ; a thing that 
is to be conceived with mt being felt, 

^ and not eafily to be underftood-f**" Bf 

okI* ;<r*7fiif rm i9Si» |«yK mir» Tiliunil» p. 4^5. 

1 this 
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this he can mean nothing bnt cither Jpace^ 
or» if his meaning may be explained by 

Timaeus Locrus, his n:iall:er, or Proclus his 
commentator, primeval matter^ from which 
all things were made. 

The latter, explaining this paffageinthe 
writings of PlatOj fays, that <^ he calls the 
^^rooy the father, and matter the mother 

■ 

and nurfe of the creation*; 

Plato diilinguiflies thefe three things more 

diftinfflyin'the foHowingrrfanner: There 
are three things to be diftinguiihed ; the 
thing produced, that in which it is pro- 
duced, and that from which it wks pro-* 
ducedy and from which it took its like- 

♦♦•nefs. To tifb a comparifon, wc may call 
that which receives the mother, that from 
which it Was derived the father^ and the 
^ff^pri^g between them is nature 
If there be a proper Platonic trinity (and 

all the ancients feem to have been fond 

^ Eat 70^ cKct TO /icsv Mr vetkpOf ts Uh» (m^E^oij ridnMm 

t7rcv:/xa^n T»]f 7ry£7£L5. in Platoneni, lib. i. cap. 20. p. 69. 

t £y «y toi 'srapotili %p ysvri ^lam^mfcu rpirla^ to /a£v yeyto* 
IMtmr^ro Zstf 0 yiynlat^ to h o9fy espoidoatiiaWy pidm to TtyncyEiovy • 
Km ^£ 1^ 'Si^o^iotdirm vpewu, to /jlev hxcf^Bvcv f^pty to o^£v 'sralfi^ 
'Twf h lAslstiy ntluv ^u7S9 rn^^ m^giL t?« Ibid. 

of 
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of the number three) the three things^ or 

priaciples above- mentioned, feem to beoiorc 
diftindly marked than any other ternary in 
(he writings of Plato^ viz. the divine iatel<- 
ledt, or fyftem of ideas, here called ilic la- 
ther» the vidble world the child, and maffer 
the mother. But this is far from being a 
trinity of pcrfons in the Divine Being. 
Primeval matter he afterwards charaAuuet 
in a more; diilLirc and figurative manner, Uy- 
i ng, that it is the recepude of the univerie, 

peithcr earthy norfire^ nor water, nor any 

thing jnadc out of them, or of whi*.!* 
^« they are made, but containing all things § 
«* which is, in an inexplicable manner^ ca* 
^* pable of an intelligible naturet not to be 
«* comprehended by itfelf*/* 

There arc two pallagcs in llic works of 
Plato from which Cyril of Alexandria -f* 
pretends to prove that " the Greeks ex« 

tended the divine nature to three hj* 

lUiTi '/TV. fxnri MfOf fjurn fcnif »^ >ty^wit ¥^ m IV 

t Con. Jul lib. 8, JuUmi, Open, ? ol« 2* t? i* 

poibfesp 
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poftafes, and that God had a logos," The 
firft is from the Epinomis % but this appears 
to me to be little to his purpofc. For, in 
that place, Plato, having fpoken of the 
heavenly bodies performing their revolutions 
about this vifiblc world, fays, ** which the 

moft divine logos has eftabliifaed ^Z' This 
is nothing more than if he had faid, the 
divine potver, or the dhwe being himfelf, 
made the world. 

The other palTage is a very obfcurc one, 

at the clofe of the epiftle to Hermias, Eraf- 

tus, ^nd Corifcus, in which mention is 

* 

made of God the governor of all things," 
and alio of his Father ; but«as no explana-* 
tion is added, his meaning is not eafily dif> 
covered. Writing to the three perfons 
above-mentioned, and expreffing his wifh 
that their friendihip might remain unalter<^ 
able, he advii^s them, among other me-* 
thods, to take a joint oath; by God the 
governor of all things that are, and that 
are to come, and the Lord the Father of 

* ILoaiiOf ov flais ^07^ » ma¥lm ^toW@- epahv. Opera, 

the 

4 
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the governor^ and of die c^iuib, whoui^ \x 
we truly pbilofophize^ wc (hall ill knoiTy 
as far as happy mco can atuia 

If die conilructioii of the Greek be 
tended to» we ihaU fee that ftich a diftiac^ 
tion 16 not made between the gov^ra&r aod 
the jFj/Z'tT as wc ihould luvc c>:p;.ct-i, if 
they had been diftind perfons. It will be 
ieen that a perfon being bis o'wn jatkir oc- 
cars in the writings of the later PhtoDiflip 
and the conclufioa of this pallage ipcAka of 
no more than one perfon* 

But though Plato hirafelf did not 
cecd fo far aa to perfonify the idcas^ or any 
thing clfe belonging to the divine mind, it 
may eafily be conceived how this might 
c )ii)c to be done by his follyw(.rs, efpecially 
from theia calling thefe iJeas^ the tu^fts^ ai 
well as priHciplci of things. Diogcoes Liu 

tiLius, ia life of PlutoT, Uys, ih^i i.c 

made the terms iiea^ form^ kmd^ faiitrm^ 

principU^ and caujc (as, I think* his words ' 

■ 

ftHo^^y nfCfw mmkfvaifyit ik imam aJbfm wm mktftm^ 
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arc moil naturally rendered into Eogliih) to 
be fynonymous *. Ideas; he fuppofed to 
be MufeSf and principles, of things being 
naturally what they are-f." It alio ap- 
pears from Ariftotle, that ideas were ufually 
called the cau/es of things ^ and the notion 
.of a cuLife^ and that of a proper author or 
per/on, are nearly allied-. It being a fstvon- 
rite principle with the ancients^ that the di- 
vine mind was immoveable^ and therefore 
. could not go forth to die work of creation^ 
hut that fomething elfe muil do this ; this fe<- 

• cond principle feems to have been perfonified 

• for this purpofe. But this was not done by 
Plato; for he made ideas to be as immove- 
able as the divine mind itfelf. In the af- 
fected myilerious way of expreiiing hinxielf^ 
which he fre(^uently adopted, he feys, that 

idea*' (for he fbmetimes ufcd this term in 
the lingular, and fometimes in the plural 
number) neither moves nor remains 

♦ 

«fX*^5 ^ Vita Platonis, p. 225. 

$mff»ir9r»lci9mnfiFvw^ Ibid. p. 232. 

^ ' meaning. 
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meaning, perhaps^ that it had no relation to 

Ipacc, and that ** it is both orm and many*.^* 
The chriftian Fathers have called the fc- 
cond principle^ or logos^ the Son^ and the 
Supreme Being himfclf the Father; but in 
the fyftem of Plato, the fun has the appdli- 
tion of iA>fiir^, or the offspring of the Deity 1 
and in one place the whole univerfe is called 
his only bigoUen Son. ^' The Son/' he iays^f-^ 
** he created analogous to IiiiiiTclf ; for he 
himfelf in the intelleAaal world bears 
the iame relation to the mind, and the 
things perceived by the mind, ihai t2ic" 
fun in the vifible world bears to the cfe» 
and the objects perceived by the cye."^ 
His explanation of this analogy difeomt 
much confuiion in his ideas on the fobjcft. 
As tlic Tun," he lays, *• gives the cvc a 
power of feeing, and the objeds a power 
« of being feen $ fo that wluch gives tiuth 

mMa* Ibid* ^ 25* 
Dc R^. lik vL p» 433* 
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^^ta things that are known, and power'* 

(that is, of knowing) to him that knows, 
is the idea of the good" (or of God) •* bc- 
ing the caufe of knowledge and of truth, 
as perceived by the mind*." 
Plotinus has the fame idea, viz. that the 
good is both the caufe of beingf and of its ap^ 
fearing to ie; juft as the fun is both the 
cauijE^ of ienlible things^ and alfo of their 
being perceived by the fenfes, though itfelf 
be neither fight nor feniibie things -f-. 

Plato alio fays, that'* as light and villon 

refemble the fun, but are not the fun, fo 

knowledge and truth refemble the good, 
but are not the good; the good itfelf 
being fomething more venerable J," Here 
it is- obfervable» that he makes tie good, and 

ytymtrxevh tisv hvetfuv flnrodi^^ iv» th ayalk ihav uvaty exBm ' 
trnsi^ vffes9 eo^f^&ai;, ^ ye/mffitofJianstiSf ftoF iw* De Rep. 
lib. vi. p. 433. 

i^ma arya^ ^irii ouita, aaioi tntm En. 6* lib. 7. cap. i6« 
p. 709. 

Vol. I, Z eti*^Qii^% 
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the idea of the good to be fy nonymous. This, 
1 hope, may Ibrvc as a A|>cL;iiiiCii ol the me- 
taphyseal acumen of Plato^ and indeed of 
the ancients in general. 

This comparifon of the divine Being, and 
his influence in the moral worlds to the lua 
and his rays in the natural world, which 
Plato did not purfue to any great length, 
being taken up and carried on by Philo, and 
the chriftian Fathers, contributed greatly to 
the formation of the dodrine of the chrif- 
tian trinity. According to the phtlofophy 
of the ancients, rays of light were lometiiing . 
emitted by the fun, but ftill belonging to 
him, and never properly feparated from 
hini; but after being emitted in the day, 
were drawn into their fource at night. As 
by thefe rays objed:s become vifible, fo that 
they ferve as a medium of communication 
between the eye and the viiible obje&, in 
like manner Plato mufl have fuppofed that 
the medium by which the mind diftinguifhes 
.intelie(Stual objed;s was a divine itifiuence, or 
fome thing emitted from the Deity, and 

fii.^uvx^; Ti^-ihuv TY,v aya^d t^iv, Dc Rep. lib, 6. p. 433, 

drawa 

m 

K 
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drawa into him again at plcafure | ahd by 
making the mind^ or underjlandtng^ to be one 
ihiogt and ihc foul ixSkXi another, he gave 
a further lunJIc for the hj'pothcfis of a diw 
vine efflux different from the divine Being 
himfeli* This therefore, lynonjr mous to 
logQs^ was aiicr^sdiua lajppolcd tu be tliat 
principle which was occafionally emitted 
from the divine Being whenever an/ thing 
external to him was to be produced, liimklf 
being fuppofcd to be immoveable. 

Thcchriliian dodtrine of the trinity Was# 
moreover, broiight forward bjr another max-* 
imi which 1 do not £nd in Piato himfelf^ 
but which was underlluod tu be his doc- 
trine, lince it appears in the works of Ju^ 
lian, who was a great adniirer o{ Plato. I| 
is thati with refpedl to the Deity, there is 
lio difference between powers^ or properties^ 
and ejjence. ** Whatever/' hv luys*, has 

been faid cooceraing the divine eflencei 

<rjrfflm,^MPtidiM|pi«. JoUsoi Op. tQPU L Orac iv. 

Z 1 mnii 
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muft be underftood of bis powers % for 

the ejencc oi God is not one thing, aod 
M his powir another, nor indeed is his firr^j 

a third. * For whatever he wi^lt, that a, 
^ and alfo has power, and energy/* Again, 
be £iys*t When we would explaia the 
^ ejfifice of God, we muil be under ilood lo 

&y the fame coDC^rning bis p^Wir mA 

energy^ for they are fynonymous* tor 
« whaiever vvc fay coiicxraing his p-.ii;cr 

tntrgy, they are not to be coolidertd as 
«* worh^ but as eJjcnccJ' 

Plato, therefore, having fpokcn of w.or <W 
gos, as a thing diilin<% from the Divine Being 
himfclf, as a power ^ or pfQpcrty, bclMgir^g 
to him, and all divine powers and proper* 
lies \>uagjkhji4inct^ a JubjUuikd ftrjcM was 
eauly inaJc of this uiviiic power. Su n-uc- 
rably ba?e men bewildered thcmielves fiat 
want of proper diitiadiuas, and a true ufc 
of words. Such mj^taphyfict as tbcfc of 

ncr. Ibid. J43. 

tbc 
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the ancients, excite a fmile of contempt in 
us, who luvc been better inilrudled by the 
happier fagacity of Locke, and others of the 
nioderns. We think iit >yretched trifling; 
but, alas, ha nuga feria ducunt. Hence arofe 
the doiSrine of the trinity | and from this 
dodrine infinite confufiou iu the p hriiiian ' 
fyftem. 

As the v>orld^ meaning the univerfe^ or 
the foul of the ivorld^ js commoaly reckoned 
the third principle in the Platonic trinity, I 
(hall conlider what Flato'^ own ideas of it 
werC; that it may be feen whether it has 
aii7<x>rrefpondence to the holy Jpirit^ the 
third principle in the chriilian trinity* 
cording to Plato, the world was made by 
God» out of pre^exiftent matter, and as, a<:- 
cording to his general iyilem^ every body has 
a Joulf the univerfe was alfo provided with 
one. But as the vifible body, of the uni- 
verfe was modified by the fupremc Being, 
it ihould feem that the Ibul of the univerle 
did likewife receive fome modification from, 
him I but with refpedl to this circumftance, 
he has not been fufficiently explicit. Tho 
uniyerfe, , however, when compteated, wm 

? 5 • 
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by Plato ililcd a GoJ^ and the only begiitUn 
Son of the fupreme God. 

Having fpok^n of God as cfleotully 
^* good, and the parent of nothing bat 
*f what was g(K)d and exceUcnt ; and as 
*.* nothing could be excellent without in- 

telligcncre, nor intelligent withoul a foul ; 

for this rcaion/' he fays, he gave a 
*f mir.vi to the ll>ul, and a fou. to ilic 

** body, and fo conftitated the whole world 

after chcfc, the moil perfect and excellent 
^* in nature. So that we may juftly fay, 
^' that the world is, through the provideooe 
of God, d living creature, that it h.i> a 
foul, and reafon*/' " That this livtog 
creature might be like the moit perfecl liv* 
^i'.ing creatuic, iie did not ! k.^ two, or more 
of them ; but thisci^f oniy heg^Uin bMVnT 
(meaning, probably, the whole f)llem» in* 

^ If i«r« nT in TM rnftm ifm mJO^ m>w vt aMm, 

(ludin| 
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eluding the fun, moon, and ftars) *^ which 
*• has been^ is, and will be*." 

Then, fpeaking of the conftitupnt parts of 
the world, earth, air, fire, and water, he fays, 

he left nothing out of it, with this view, 
*' that it might be a whole and pcifccl liv- 

ing creature, confiding of perfect parts, 
" and moreover one^ there being nothing 

left out of which another could be made, 

and not fubjed: to old age or difeafef /' 
He then fpeaks of it as made in a perfeflly 
fpherical form. But his reafons for this 
are as little to the purpofe as thofe which I 
have here given relating to its other pro^p 
per ties. 

From this it ihould feem that, aqcgrding 

to Plato, tiig matter out of which the world 

was made, was not created by God, but 
found by him, having been from eternity, 

y7e ^uo, nf cexu^nt ^jnaiim/ q vt^m nonius; • oTtA* fi$ o2s /lovo^cni; 

v% ypyovu^. m ts ^ e^tle^. Ibid. 

f Tm he rsrlapdiv £v oMv vtarov ii?<n^ev n Tit Hoff^in ffufaatf^ 

rat • lupo^ H^' cy wki/os is^t h/myixv ffudep a^nifMm • rdt ^mwilkit 

'sr^bilov fjLSv iva o7<ov oli (jiaJdra ^acv rzhtcv tn, TsT^uvTuvfjLSfuv foj . ^po^ 
h rHloig £v, die 8)^ i^oAjptfJfeftr/wv ei av 7Qtilt av ymik, I'i* 

ixueus, p. 478. 

Z 4 co^exiftent 
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co-exiftcnt with himfelf : but as he elfe- 

where obierves *, " in a confufed diforderly 
«* ftate/' Juftin Martyr fays, that he fup- 
pofed matter to have been uncreated *f-. 

According to Athanafius, Plato fuppofed 
thatter to be felf-Aiftent. For he re- 
proaches him with the weaknefs of. his 
God, as not being able to produce any 
thing, unlefs he had matter to work upon $ 
juft as a carpenter i$ unable to make any 
thing till he be fupplied with woodj. 

Theodoret indeed fays, that, according 
^ Plato, God made matter, which was co-* 
eternal with him§. But in this he muft 
have been miAakcn. 

j* fina Tiihyap )^ eeysmh iw KTunr tpim itmi* Ad Graecos^ 
p. 19. 

Ttii TlXTOVl ^pHTTOKlKT^gLl TO luXOV^ V^a i^OffOff^OU ^UW^ • Hit 

^ctffi i% TsJo Afiyw7e(, «}| off^mm nBtp^mn ru dspy * & yof mt en 
•n»j i/Xn; auiog canopy a>i! tf moKtifjtirt]^ vMs ^^«« W cvk, aff^iv% 
su^KTkilM^ fin ^uvofievoi caisv tfiyacrour^OA Ti urn y£VQfi£ii:af^ 

De Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i, p. 54. 
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The world being made^ Plato /peaks of a 
foul being given to it. But as his proof ' 
of the heavenly bodies having fouls is the . 
regularity of their motions^ it is poffible 
that he might coniider mat ter» before it was 
reduced into order, as having been without 
a foul ; and though he fpeaks of the foul of 
the world as having exifted before the body, 
it is poffible/ that by iody^ he might hot 
mean mere matter^ but matter reduced into 
order, and formed into a regular univerfe. 
He," <viz. God) he lays*, « gave a foul, 
which by its origin and power, is prior 
to, and older than the body, as its gover- 
nefs and dire^ix/' He then proceeds to 
give an account of the eifeatial parts and 
principics of this foul of the univcrfe ; but 
X have no occaiion to follow him fo far. 

One reafon, however, why it may be 
doubted whether the foul of the world was 

^ TO mmwim msv^ fAy 'srfidso^at, ts Seh ^uvsu^ (w toi 
hsa £tvM. Graecse AtiecUones» Difp. 2. Opera, vol iv. p. 
757. £d. Halae. 



Digitized by Google 



34^ DoSnn^s . Book I. 

iuppofed by Plato to be given it by God, is, 
that in * one paiFage of his writings, he fup- 
poles that there were more of thefe fouls 
than one. Having defined Jou/ to be tlic 
caufe ojfelf motion^ in anfwer to the queftioo, 
whether there was only one Joul in the uni- 
vcrfc, he anfwers, nlore than one, two at 
leaft» one benevolent, and the other of a 
contrary difpofition Now, according 
to Plato, nothing evil was made by the Su- 
preme Being himfelf ; and therefore, it 
(hould feem that this malevolent foul, or 
principle, in nature, muft have had fonw 
ether origin ^ and, perhaps, have been co- 
cxiftent with matter, though fubjecl to the 
controul of the fupreme and good Being* 

It was allowed that there was fometbing 
divine ia the louls of men, which Clemens 
Alexandrinus calls the v^u that was iai(» 
which he fays the Platoniils made to be an 
emanation from the Dcityf. It is proba- 
ble, therefore, that Plato might fuppofe the 

» * Ayc^iy ^ 7£9r«, E>i«T?ov /«n^£v TiSoj/^sk, yap ts Si/fpyE/tJ©", «J 
T^noylia ^ufofifjni; t£sfyaaaa^, De Leg. lib* x. p. 6oS* 

f Oi fm a/jtjpi Ihalesm iw^ fjttv sv ^ux» ^^^^ fioifa; a'7:ofpvo9 

v^e^fXflflct • ^'^X!^^ OS sv ^«/*<iu mmi^mn Strom. 5. p»59^* 

proper 
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proper ^yy^ in the foul of the world to be 
eifeatial to matter, and that God imparted 
the rvf . 

That God is good, aad can only be the 
caufe of good, is moft exprcfsly aircrtcd by 
Plato.—" For the evils of life," he fays, 
we muft feek for fome other caufe than 
God*." According to Plato, the Supreme 
Being himleif is not only not the author of 
evil, but evea not of things that are imper- 
feA, and fubje& to decay and death. How* 
ever, lince it was proper, in order to com- 
plete the whole fyftem, that fuch things 
ihould be formed, having himfelf made the 
celeftial and immortal beings ; that is, the 
heavenly bodies (to each of which he affigns 
a foul) Plato introduces the Divine Being 
as folemnly addreffing himfelf to them, and 
giving them diredions for the production 
of fuch creatures as he could not make him* . 
felf (fince, then, they would neceflarily 
have been immortal) viz. man and all tep- 
feftrial animals. Timasus, p. 4Si. 

This 
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This ttoiverfe, preaccd as it was, Plato 

fpeaks of as divirilty^ and ia the hi^hcil 
fiile; uiing the followtog remarkable ex« 

prellioas at the clofc of his Timsus; This 

uuivcr.c, coaipichcndiiig UiOrtal a;«d iui- 

morial beings, and complete, being a vi* 

hl)le living creature, containing viable 
*^ things, the image of the intelHglble'* 
(ihat is, the invifibie world of ideas) if 
the greatcfi and bell viable God, the 
iiureftt and the mo(( perfc^ ; this om 
heaveo*' (viz.'fyilem) being the only 
begotten*." On this principle it wm, 

lhat Placo» and the other hcaffatn philoib^ 

|>hers, vindicated the fyftem of poiytiieiuai 
luppofing that one fupreme God made a 
Dttmber of fubordinate beings^ each of theai 
ia veiled with a Imxiicd juriiiuclion, io a& io 
be confidered as goda* 
That coattcr was the fource of all evil 

was the tloc'trinc of all PLitonifts, as 

well as of the orieotal philosophers. Plo-» 

s tioui 
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tinas faySy that 5^ matter is absolutely (tvil^ 

having no portion of good in it 

Thus I have given the beft view that I 
have been able to colled of every thing that 
can be fuppokd to conftitute the trinity of 
Plat 9 f from hk own writiags^ without find* 
ing in them any refemblance to the chriftiaa 
trinity, or indeed any proper perfoniiication 
of the divine iogos^ which has b^en madd 
the fecond perfon in it. 

I have particularly examined what tho 
learned Dr, Cud worth, and others, have 
advanced on this dark fubje&, without 6e-^ 
ing their conclufions properly fupported. 
To fiiew on how (light foundations iuclr 
writers as he (who c^tainly did hot meaa 
to deceive) can advance fuch things as he 
does, and how far their imagination an4 
hypothefis can impofe upoji them,^ 1 ihall 
lay before my readers two of his afiertiona 
en this fubjed*' 

He iliys+, In his fecond epiftle to Dio- ' 
•« jiyfius^ he" (Plato) " does mention a tri* 

En. I. lib. 8. feil. 5. p. 75. 
t IntoUedual Syftt ni) lib. i. cip. r. p. 407* 

« nity 
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nity of divine hypoilafcs all togethcr*"w 
From this, one would exped at leaft fome-* 
thing like the Athanaiian dodkrine of three 
pcr/ons in one God. fiut all that I can leara 
from Plato in this epiftle is as follows : 
Sending his letter to a great diftairce^ and 
apprehenfive of the poffibility of its nol 
teaching the perfon to whom it was ad« 
drelTedy he lays, that he had written fo pb-& 
fcurely, that only Dionyfius hiji>felf could 
underftand it. All things are about the 
king of all, and all things are, for the fake 
^' of him, and he is the author of every 
thing that is fair and good ; but the fe- 
cond about the fecond, and the third 
about the thu d. The mind of man may 
ftretch itfelf to learn what thefe things 
are, looking at thofe which refemble 
them, of which none do it fufficicntly ; 
but with refped: to the king, and the 
things of which I fpeak, there is nothing 
like them 

• 

♦ aria tfi. &f^Efxwa ra aulya ffvyye^fi^ 6iV act r iKOvug sxjti , nt h ^aaym 

>^ vspi^ oi'/ MorWi ^ rQt»lo4 Epift* ad Uionylium 2. 
p. 670- 

This 
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This IS Dr. Cudworth's trinity of divine 
hypojlafes^ and it is certainly as obfcnre as 
any dodrine of the trinity needs to be. 
Plato hinirelfj or Dionyfiusy can alone ex- 
plain it to us. I imagine, however, that, 
in this dark manner* he might refer to one 
or other of the ternaries above mentioned, 
viz, the fupreme Being, his ideas, and the 
viilble world, or the iupreme Being* the 
vifible world, and primeval matter. 

Again, the Do&or fays, p. 406. in 
c< gihcr places of his" (Plato's) writings, 
be frequently aflerts above the (elf-moving 
pfycbe^ an immoveable and ilanding nrr, or 
*• intellect, whu h was properly \\\cDcmiHr^ 
gus^ or architectonic framer of the whole 
world. ' But it has appeared* that ac- 
cording to Plato, the fupreme Being him- 
felf, whom he lliles thi good^ was the De^ 
miurgui vvAtii rclpcCt to every thing that is 
immortal and perfect, and that not his 
but thole other created immortal bcmgs, 
were the makers of nun, and all other mor- 
tal and imperfed creatures. As to the many 
fiijjages in the writing:> of Plato, which he 

fays, teach the contrary do^ine* I can only 
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fay, that I have uQt fouod any of them ; 
and that If there be aiiy fuch^ they muft be 
contradided by what 1. have already quoted 
from him. 

In a tradt that remains of Timasus Lo- 
cru$» from whom it i& acknowledged that 
Plato borrowed the outlines of his. fyftem, 
we perceive no trace of two intelligent 
beings^ but of one only» which he calls 
God, a being eflentially good, who hiaxfeif 
formed the world out of pre-exiftent mat^ 
ter *• God/' he fays, beiag good^ and 
feeing matter capable of receiving ideas'* 
(meaniog, probably, the impreffions of 
ideas) and capable of change, but va« 
riou£ly and irregularly, was defirous of 
reducing it into order» and to bring it 
" from uncertain changes to a fixed ftate, 
that the differences of bodies might cor- 
refpood, and not vary at random, made 
the world put of the whole of matter ^ 
giving all nature for* its boundary, that it 
might comprehieod every thing withia 

•I" Upiv W ' ccpayci' ysyBO-^caf %oyu nryiv i^sa re v'Sa^ o Secj 
iayA\ipm '^^ ^^>^riQyof, De Anima Mundi, in Gale's^Opuf* 
cula Mythoiogica, p. 545. 

''itfelf. 



Digitized by Google 



Chap.VI* oJ Plah, , 

itfelf, and be oae, ius only begotten, 
<^ a ptffeStf livings rational, and fpherical 
body*.'* 

According toTimaeus idras and nous mud 
have been fynonymous, and the (kmt with 
the divine being himfelf, or the proper 
furniture of his mind« For having Begun 
with iaying that there are two cauics of 
all thingSj viz. mmJ ^nous) of thofb 
things thit are according to rcafon«and i9f« 
ctjjityt oi thoic things that are a&ed upon 
like body. The former/' he fuys, was 
called God^ being the origin of the beft 
things t.** He then fays, that all things 
are iii^^ wuUt$r^ and ftnfihk tbing^^ their 

* A7«i9( eve 3io>. 0^*^ Tf txif Whoa It^pi^stm rmiitar a>>m» 
ludm mndkt 1^ imwdl mAoimim Xfoxat hxfiO». momro m rot 

tpfwifwilli De Aniiiia Muadi, ia Gait's Opufcok 

MytWogica, p. 54 5- 

t Am aSkm^ %<0 Tjinr ^jtirxgsflm * voot ftn^ rvt *aia )^o^ yef»- 

Ibid. p. 544. 

Vol. I. A a #ff»pring 
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ofispdng.'* The former, viz. idea, be 
defines to be fomctlnng unbcgottcn, inw 
moveable, and abiding, intelligible, and 
the pattern of things that are produced 
•* and thcinecdblc*/* 

Afterwards, having faid that matter is 
eternal, he fays there are two opposite 
principles, idea, which may be compared 
to the maie^ or the lather, and matter to 
a female, or the mother, and tlie ihird," 
he adds, is the offspring of thcief,'* 
meaning nature. 1 ius is in reality tiic 
whole of Plato's fyftem, and delivered with 
greater clcarneis than lie has done it hint* 
fclf; auJ vvc fee that, ia elicilt, it the 
dodrine of one God, who made all thin:> 
out of uncreated matter, from patterns of 
things exifting in his own mind* 

T9 /u£v, ii^if* aycKXTsv Tf catiTolat, ati ^mtv Tf , *J raj. tj?v^ 

fv4. Dc Animi MuimU, in Cj4lc*f OpofcttU Iblycho^Icgk^ 

P- 5 14- 

^jof Tff Mm ^(jc, . T^ls tipa tmm t£m wj— > Lii* 

That 
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That Plato borrowed from Timieus we 
fee in his copying his very phrafeolo^y. 
For he fays that, the origin pf the world 
** is mixed, being produced from the cua- 
•'junaion of nece^'ty, znd mind, nous*.'* 
He alfo fays vvc mull dilliiiguifh two 
caufes of things, the one neceflary, the 
other div inc -f-/* Nothing could he mprc 
exa&ly copied* • 

^uraar^: tymhi. l imaeus. Opera, p. 533. Ed^Gep^ 

3ffc Sow. Ibid. p. 542. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

A View of the Principles of the later PJa* 

tonijls* 

^T^HOSE SNho are ufually called the 

ter Plaionijis^ were thofe philofaphers^ 
chiefly of Alexandria, who, a little before, 
and after the commencement of the chris- 
tian asra, adopted the general principles of 
Plato, but not without incorporating with 
them thofe of other philofophers^ fo that 
theirs was not an abfolutely pure and un- 
mixed platonifm. However, in their no- 
tions concerning Gody and the general JyJ-^ 
tern of things^ they aimed at this, pretending 
only to interpret the meaning- of Plato, and 
to reafon from his principles, though their 
refinements have only ferved to make the 
fyftem more myfteriotts and abfurd. 



SEC- 
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r 

I. 

9 

SECTION I* 

T'be DoBrines of the later Platonijls concern^ 
ing God and Nature^ 

« 

iyyE fee, in the writings of thefe later 
Platonifts, or may better conjedure 
from them^ what was meant hy the iJeai or 
inteiligible worlds which makes fo great a 
figure in this fyftem^ aad which is fome« 
times confounded with nous or logos, the 
ieat» receptacle^ or place of this ideal world. 
But in their writings, the term logos^ of 
which fo much account is made in the 
works of Philo, and the philofbphizing 
chriftians, does not mucH occur; though 
there can he no difficulty in admitting that 
' it was fynonymous to nous, or mind, each of 
them fignifying the principle of reafon, or 
that from which logos in its ufual accepta- 
tion, viz* that of j^^^rA, proceeds ; every 
thing that is uttered, being firil conceived m 
the mind, and exifling there, 

Befide the vifibU world, which is per«> 
ceived by the organs of fight, thefe philofo* 

A a J phcrs. 
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phers fuppofed that there was alio an /n-* 
*vijihle ix)tjr!(l^ cxadtly carrelponding to it, 
capable of being perceived and contempt 
latcd by the mind only. And the only 
probable key to their meaning is to fup- 
pofe, that this invifible world of ideas^ 
which furniflied a pattern for the viiible 
world (always exifting in the divine mind, 
^nd lometimes confounded with it) was at 
Other times confidered as a thing different 
from the divine being himfelf» wbof^ mine} 
it was. 

When tliey confider this inielUgible world 
as the fource'and caufe from which the 
viiible world was derived, they fometimes 
ipeak of it as a perjon^ the maker, or der^ 
miurgus of the world; but though they 
fuppofed thiat there was another principle 
higher than this mus^ or demiurgus, they 
feldom or never fpeak of that as of a peribn 
^Ifo, fo as to have the idea of two intelli-* 
gent perfoiis at the lame time ; or if they 
^o, it may be prefumed to be only in a 
piyftical or ligprative way pf fpeaking. For 
a^, on fome^occafions, they fpeak of their 
tfOUSf as a mere repojitor^ oj tdias^ th^ 

'J 
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of the intelligible world, or the intelligible 
world itfelf, and no proper perfon ; lo, on 
other occafions, they fpeak of the higheft 
principle of all, what they call the good, 
not as a perfon^ hut 2, property only, fome* 
thing belonging to every thing that is di^* 
vine, to the terreftrial as well as the cclefti^l 
gods, and even to the foul of maa itfelf. 
There was, however, enough of perlbnifi- 
cation in what the Platonifts faid of the 
divine nous or logos^ to give a. handle to 
Philo, and the chriftian Fathers, to make a 
little mojre of it, a$ it was very coaveaient 
to their purpok to do. 
. That the real conceptions of the Pla* 
tonifts were not favourable to the dodtrine 
of two proper divine per Jons, may be inferred 
from its being fo generally faid, that Plato 
made no more than two principles of things. 
Thus Diogenes Laertius, in his life of 

Plato, fays that he made two principles 

'^of all things, God and matter, calling 
the former mind and caufe^.'' And though 
Plutarch in his view of thip dodtrines of 

^ys^iyn, ^ oi^ltoy. Lib. 3. p* 22^. 

A a 4 Socrates 
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Socrates and Plato, which he fays, are the 
fame, fays thtt they held three principles 
God, matter* and idea, he makes God and 
nous to be the fame, and idea not to be a 
perfon, but an incorporeal fubftance in the 
inind of Qod*/* 

In the dilTectation of Maximus Tyrius, 
one of the moft feniible and pleafing of 
the FiatopiiU, the title of which is« 
What is Cod aa;ording to Plato^ there is 
l)o account of any diftin&ion between fB$ 
good^ and the nous^ but only the dodrine 
of one God, the king and f^^ther of all,' 
find of ipany other inferior gods, the chil- 
(iren of the iupreme, reigning with him^« 
The divini? intelkd, or nous^ he conliders 
as a power of the divine mind, ^ and he 
compares the quicjcnefs of its operations to 
fhat of fights while thofe of the human in- 

♦ (if ya^ aulai mfi 'zjctih^ maiefn Sbioi) 

rpfii apxpfSy TOT ^fw, Tw vMy. T);v ihav. mh o^ongfV^h 
TO mmtfum mptShf yn^a 3^ JkiiTO ar«^, m 

De Placitis rhilofophorum, lib. 1. cap. 3. Op.cra, vol. ^ 

Diff. I. p.6» 
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• 

telleft refemble fpeech only* 5 or the for- 
mer, he fays, may be compared to the dart<p 
ing of the light of the Xun, and the latter 
to the motion of the fun. ** Such," fays 
he» does the academic angel (i. e. Plato) 
exhibit to us the Father, and the author 
6f all things f/' Here is no perfonifica«- 
tion of the nous^ or logos^ at all 1 and yet { 
doubt not, he delivered the genuine prin« 
' ciplcs of platonifm^ diveiled of myHoxy and . 
figure. 

According to Proclas, the mrnsy or reaibn, 
of man, is a principle exadly iimilar to that 
of God. > Our nous** he fays, is fepa-p - 
rate from the good^ and wants fomething^ 
and therefore defires pkafure, fur the 
perfedion of the man» bat the divine 
^* nous always partakes of the good^ and is 
^* united to it^ and therefore is divine 

p. 12. 

oer^ih^ 3i3«<ri moiii^a TtwjV t» ffVfiavl^, Ibid. p. 12. 
^iSq % 1^ Tns lAm; Mb rmt Tc^eoMs thi wSfAHrnw; • 
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As to the term fecond God, it is generally 
applied to nature by the later Platonifts, as 
well as by Plato himfelf. Thus Plotinus 
fays, Nature itfelf is a god, and a fecond 
god, flicwing himfelf before the other God 
is fecn*/' Yet Numenius called the firft 
of the three principles, or gods, the ^« Fa- 
M ther, the fecond of them the maker, and 
the third the work, or the thing madef/' 
In Plato wc found that the fupreme God, 
the goodj ftilcd himfelf the Demiurgiis with 
refped to, the ceieftwl ^nd eternal beings, 
and appointed them to be the makers of all 
things that were fubjedt to dcftrudHon and 
death. But as the fupreme Being muft 
have produced every thing by the exertion 
of his TSixiiAy ot nous, and as it were from 
hh jlorehoufe of bis ideas, it was natural 
cndugh for the later Platonifts to fall into 
the habit of calling this nous the Demiurgus, 
as it is done by Plotjnus, who fays^. The 

S«c$ mv Li riatuiiciii, lib, 2. cap. 4. p. ^2. 

p^mtm* Eh. 5. lib. 5. cap. 3. p. 522. 
f Cudworth, b. I. cap. 4. p. 5^2. " ^ 

t * 

nous 
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^« nom ii the Demiurguj, who makes the 
fouU ^nd the miu being a <r^//^, he (Plato) 
calU the Father, iAe good, being fotne- 

thing above the nous, and above ejjcfice. 
He alfo often calls Aeing and n^iv/, ides 1 
fo that Plato acknowledged that nous or 
i/frtf waii from : be goo J, and the yi/// hum 

the ivott/, and that this account of things 

is not new, but though iorxnerly given, 
«< was not well unfolded i and that the mo^ 

dern accounts are explanatory of them 

By foul in this place, Ploiuius probably 
underftood the foul of the univerfe, or per- 
haps jQul in general, which he fuppoXcd to 
be, in all calcs, of the fame nature j diA 
with the Platonifts this was always con« 
fidered as a principle inferior :o nous. Thus 
Jamblichus fays. Notis is the governor 
^* and king of ail, being the demiurgic art 

of the whole. It 16 always With the 

m sfj twmm trur. vtfOi^t* ^ ^ <I tot m , iw Aj» Xitb* 
«in vAtMwMi nftifdi w i&o ra>aftf rsr ivy, rm ihxg * ex ti ripr 
4f3PV • 1^ tam rwf Urn Tw)f« fm wm^ * laA iw . dMa «Mi 

gods. 
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*^ gods, without imperfedion, and withoiie 
defe^i couiiUing of itfelf ia one iiogfe 

operation i whereas the ioul parukcs of 

but only in part, and moltifomu 
looking to the director of the whole 
In this paflage, however, it is pretty cri- 
dent» that the writer did not contidcr mms 
as aa iiitelligcnt perfon, duUudl fiuia the 
' fupreme being, but his own proper wifdom 
and power, and very di^erent from what the 
chnlliau L^os came to be. 

As the Platonifts confounded the mm$ 
with the iupreme being« whofe nous it was^ 
fo they likcwifc confounded this mus with 
the ideas belonging to it* Plotinus, after 
obferving that the mind, or nous^ perceives 
the ideas that are in it, confiders whether 
theiie ideas be the nam itfelf, or lomcthiog 
difcreut iVoin it^ and concludes with fay* 
ing* that they may be confidered io both 
lights, diiiinguilhable only in the coo* 

Ik, toi( fUf Mi mmSkii am w iy m , ronn <^ mtA m^ mtAm 

ccptioa 
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ception of them j fo that the nous and the 
things perceived by it, may be the fame, 
as really exiiling, for it does not perceive 
altogether in another, but in itfelf, on 
«^ account of its having the thing perceived 
«* in itfelf. Or there is no reafon why the 
thing perceived may not be the mus^ con- 
** fidered in a ftate of fixity, unity, and 
quiet In another place, fpeaking of 
the mind and its conceptions, he fays, The 
nous is at the fame time all things^ but 
not altogether : but each has its feparatc 
power i for all nous comprehends ideas as 
a genus, and as the whole comprehends 
the parts According to this view of 
things, it fhould feem that the nous Was 
coniidered as the iame thing with the whole 
ftock of its conceptions or ideas, and had no 

proper iatelle&ual power belonging to it. 

^ %7nth kh$ wbM, wm*r» Xcyo^ ami flqu^, ^ai^iitsm 

& m vQWf& • a^TE^ /t-e^ f*^ voi^Wy ro h vow, O yof KOr • 

4. lib. 9. cap. I* p. 356. 

4k Mrnr iiim(n{ Afltn %h mof vh;^ nstpisxJ^ tiffing ymg cih« M 
tmrsf (Ufn* £n. 5. lib. 9 c»p. 6. p* 560* 

la 
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In another place he exprefles this more 
declGvcly^ faying, that nous and idea are 
the lame thing, and even that idea is the 
whole nousy and that nous is the fame thing 
with all the ideas, juil as kaowlcdge is the 
lame with all the theorems It muft be 
obferved, however, tiiat in the laft claufe 
he ufed the term or forms of things, 
and not i/f«, as if the latter was that which 
contained the former ; and yet, as Diogenes 
Lacrtius obfervcs, they are ufed promifcu- 
oufly by the Platonifts. 

When the Platonifls fpeak of theinferio- 
rity of the nous to God, they feem to do it 
as if they were merely fixing a fcale of me- 
taphyfical principles, and not to have had an 
idea of their being two intelligent per/ons. 
And though they occafionally perfonify each 
of them, yet it is feparately, and- never, a& 
far as I have obicrved, both together. This 
,was referved for the chriftian Platonifts. 
To make this more evident, I lhall produce* 

f^tuOm. JEn. 5. lib. 9. cap. 8. p. 561. 

a few 
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a few extrads from Proclus refpeding the 
inferiority of the nous. 

The nous," fays he, " is God, on ac- 
count of the intclledual and intelligible 
lighti which is more ancient than nous 
Here nous is perfonified ; but then the ligit^ - 
which is reprefented as fuperior to it, is not 
ib. In the following paflages the firft prin- 
ciple is perfonified, but not the fubordinate 
one. What ever is God/' he fays, is 
oJbmc eJ/ince^ and life; and nous-^J' Nous 
is the work and the firft produdion of 
the gods J." " Unity is God of itfejf, 

* Kot Kt; 3f , ^i'^ TO ^fljj TO vot^ov, lustt TO yoffTov^ TO not oyru 
«rdl!» tif6aQvn^» In Platonem, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. gx* 

Both the terms vozpo; and vonl^ occur in the writings of 
the Platonifts, and^ in fome cafes, it is ikot eafy to make 
any difference in tranflating them, though the formet 
ihould be rendered muUi&ual^ and the latter intelligibUx oP 
perceived by the mind. However, Proclus fays, tl^ey 
may be confidered as the fame, on account of the fullnela 
of the light which belongs to the latter." ISm io wSi 

Platonem, Hb. 2, cap. I. p. 

^iof, kffiAf, KAt ^am, Kiti VH, InAit. cap. 115. p. 4.U3. 
^eftntTW^ in Flatoncniy lib* t* cap. zu p. 55. ^ 
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** tumt moft godlike, foid di?ine, body like 
God*," 

« 

The paHagc which looks the moft like 
the perfonification of both the firft and 
cond principles, is the following; but thea 
the whole has the air of figure, fo that the 
literal meaning is by no means clear « The 
«• Dcmiurgus, and Father of the univerfe, 
^* has the third place among the intellect 

tual kings -^Z' 

In this fcale of principles, it was ufual 
to coniider that which is prior in rank, as 
the Father, container, and nourifher of that 
which is poilerior. Though, therefore, 
the nous be the Sou with refpeit to the 
God, it is the Father with refped: to the 
foul, and the nourifher of it, as Plotinus 
cxpreflly fays j:. And yet, the noos was 
only the image of the good § • 

'iv)(j»t.'^^^* TQ 9»wa,t ^miS'ii* laftit. cap^ 129. p« 47a» 

f O flff TMPl/r /Vfilvp^Of, ««t| vamp Tif/fi 7tf ««fT9f, 

TpiTNF TAi^if A.tfp^«. If Toi< roffp/f ^itffihwat^ PfodttB itt PU' 

^ tonem, lib. 6. cap. 6. p. 355. 

' M T« ^«pefr«». Eq. 5. fib. I. cap. 5« p. 484. 

S E/;cor ct o i SMiftf hiyn^if lav nv* En. 5. lib* it Cisp* /• p* 4S 8fr 

z When 

4 
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When we firid fuch confulion in the ideas 
6f thefe Platonifts about their nous, and the 
zdea^ belonging to it, we cannot be fur- 
prized at their likewife confounding the 
ntms witli the fupreme Being, whofe nous it 
was ; fdmetimes calling the world the off* 
Ipring of God, and fometimes the ptfspring 
of the idea of God, as in the following 
pdflage of Julian : " This univerfe being 
the offspring of the idea of the firft and 
the greatcft good, being in its ftable ef- 
fence from eternity^ received alfo power 
among the intelledual gods -f/* 

I confider Julian as a Platonift from the 
admiration which he cxpreffeis of Plato's 
principles, and his frequent quoting of 
him ; and he is diftinguifhed a Platonift 
as the reft by the inextricable confufion of 
his ideas on thefe fubjeds, as may be per* 
eeived in the following paiTage, in which 
it is not eafy to fay in what light he con* 

•fVfvm nrnvj;! vK^rwi auhs vspt fMvifjiM wm c| mh^ 

IV rci; votpots^goii 'aapihiotlo ^¥varem. Or. 4* Opera, vqL U 

P- 133- 

Vol. I. B b fidered 
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lidcred the intelligible world ; but he leans 
to have thought it to be a kind of magaziju 
of ideas^ or patterns uf things. And yet he 
rcprefents the good as producing the world, 
as well as thole ideas, and as making the 
world an image, not of them, but of him- 
&lf. Speaking of the viiibie worlds lie 
fays* that *' it is prclci vcJ by nuthiag im- 
mediately but a fifth body, the head of 
which is the folar ray, but as it were la 
*• the fecond gradation by the iiiiciligiblc 
world, and in the higheft place by the 
king of all, abuut whom all things aic; 
V he whom, whether ii be lawful cJl 
one that is above nous^ or the idea of 
things that cxiil, which 1 call the «^«^ 
intelligible^ or the Mf, becaule the we ieemt 
to be oldcll of all, or what Plato was uidl 
to call tue good ; for this is the fimpk 
caufe to all* things that are, uf beauty^ 
perfeAton, unity, and immenic power. 
" Remaining in itklf according to its p:i* 
mary operative eflence, he produced the 
fun the grcateft God from himich, out 
^* of the middle of iotelledual things tod 
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•* demiurgic caufes, in all rcfpeuts like to 

As the vifiblc world is iometiaies con- 
lidered as tie child of Goi^ fo the intelligible 
worlds which fuppHed a pattern for it, is 
alfo fometimes coniidered in the fame light, 
and called a child of th^ Supreme Beings 
and the^following defcription of this child, 
and its properties, by Plotinus, who cer- 
tainly thought himfelf well acquainted with 
it, is myfterious enough.; As a perfon 
looking up to the heavens, and feeing the 
brightnefs of the ftars, enquires who is 
their maker, fo a perfon who looks into 
the iatelUgible world will admire the 
maker of /V, and enquire who eftabliflied 

Oui^ twvw, nifi TO mt&M tb m tuPw aulav tile t^iuw tw 
eflm, 0 pifii TO vo^ ffvfmav. stk t» mt^ vesSiw ro w »s 
mfBO^ylalov ' itle o Ibsotlm stagey ovoijuz^biv to aya^cv ' aJln 5>i sv n 
fioinoci^ rm o^tr alka van Toif wiv tbrfiifimf na^^ te, t£^({0- 

lapyov itJiav^ iA.£ffov £k fuam twv m^o^v xj iij//iajC/ixwv aHiccv rihiov ^BOt 

iuyaw,a9£pm si sayk^ maila ofmv eat^* Ur. 4. Q pera« voi« 
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•* it, who generated fuch a child, thia bcau- 
dful child, the nouSf a child produced 
from himfelf. This cannot be the nous 
itfelf^ or the cbildf but before the nouszn^ 
** the child. The nous and the child muft 
be after him, requiring to be underftood 
*^ and aouriihed, which is neareft to that 
which wants nothing, not even to be 
underftood. It has perfeA truth and in« 
telligence, for it has^ them in the firft 
place, being before all, neither wanting 
''any thing, nor having any thing; for 
** othcrwife it would not be the good*.^* 

The latter part of this defcription would 
mure naturally lead the mind to the idea of 
a principle^ or property ^ than to that of a per^ 
fon i but this is ftill more the cafe in the * 

fwnf h eo^/^mv vnm txn, ok mpwloit^* to h wpo autrnt itb 
3b%ti, «?£ >j, a ^ ay ayst^v w. En. 3. lib. 8. cap. io« 

P-353* 

a 

i 

following 
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foUowii)g palldgc from Jambiichust who, 
in an accoant of the principles of Hermes, 
or thofe Egyptian dodrines which were pro* 
bably the fourcc of all the knowledge (or 
to fpeak more properly, of all the miftakes) 
of Plato, defcribes the Supreme Being, or 
the good; an J yet the greater part of the 
pailage gives us the idea of two different 
gods, one of which was derived from the 
other. But then the god and king that he 
fpeaks of as the iolcrior, was, perhaps, no 
other than the fun, as his Latin tranllator has 
fuppofed, and therefore it gives us no diftind: 
idea of the perfoni^ cation of the divine nous 
or logos. 

lieforc all things, he iays, that xc^ 
ally »u c, aad the principles of all things, 

^< there is one God, prior to the fird God 
and king, immoveable, remaining in bis 

** own immoveable unity, not mixed with 
any thing intelligible, or any thing elfe, 
but the pattern of that God who is his 
own father, his own child, and the only 
father of the efl'entially good. For it is 
prior and greater, and the fountain of all, 

and the fource of all the iirft inteUcaui^l 

Bb^ ''ideas, 

I 
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** ideas. From this one God ftione forth the 
God who is felf-fufficicnt, for he is the 
principal, and the God of Gods, unity 
from one, before all eflcnce, and the prin- 
ciple of cfTencc, for from him comes ef- 
•* fence and entity. He is ihcrcrore called 
" the principle of what is intelligible, 
Thefe .are tHe oldeft principles of all 
^* things which Hermes places before the 
ethereal, the empyreal, and celeftial gods**'* 
We fliall the ids wonder at this confu- 
fion of ideas, if we attend to another of the 
Platonic maxims, viz. That being and energy 
are the fame things. This was before cited 
from Julian^ and I now find the fame in 
Plotinus, who fays exprefsly, that energy 

* Ufo rotv atloaf evW, ^ ruv c9m> apx.^ cn dcof ttf. vpar®'^ 

ti ij vpvlov, )t wiiyi) rm wavlesv. «i/^/xr:v tuv vo8fji£V(i:v nzpalm n^wf 

%ve3»p^ ^ aul^Sfiens* afiff/i yap »log. «^ Ssp; ^em . fuvaf ot T8 od^^ 
vpoirtf^ K. uf/yi tik wtft^ . ear etuki yap id> n itm. Zio ;^ 

fomm> Se^. 8* cap. a* p« 158* 

5* is 
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*« i$ the fame thing with Sesng^,** Accord* 
ingly^ be calU the ioui one iimpie cnerg/, 

** and as it6 nature is Ij isvc, it thcicloi j an- 
not peri(ht»" This is evidently nnaking the 
foul to be nothing mure than the principle, 
or property, of lije\ but then this is an ex- 
traordinary argument for its immortality, as 
it comes to uoUaiog more than faying that 
life and death are oppofite things. But it is 
not my bulinels in this place to attend to 
the many abfurdities of the IMatoni(b about 
the foul, and therefore I ihall return to my 
proper fubjed* 

la uiuil <ji the preceding pallages i he good 
is defcribed as fynonymous to the Supreme 
Being, and of courfe a proper pcrfon^ but 
it is generally mentioned in the neuter gen« 
der, and is defcribed in fuch a manner as 
gives us the idea of a principle, property, 
or power, capable of being communicated to 
other beings, and even to the foul. There 
•* is,** fays Jamblichus, a gr^od which tran<- 

fcends ^fence^ that which is effentially 

* En ft nj^mmffa. £a« 5. lib. 9. cap. 8. p. 561. 

f^jyqoilu. La. ^. uu. ^. cap. 12. p. 4O0. 
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^« good, I mean the mod ancient and valu- 
able eilcnce, and m iticlf incorporeal, the 
peculiar property of ihc gods, which, in 
all kinds of them, preferves their pecu^ 
liar dillributiun and order, which is never 
•* fcparatcd from them, and is the fainc \ix 
5< them all/' He alfo fays that fouls 
which govern bodies hay^ not the eiience 
of the good, nor the firft caufe of good, 
which is prior to ef&nce, but a certain 
portion, and acquiiuioii from it*." 
Proclus generally fpeaksof tbegc^dm the 
neuter gender, as it it was a princifk^ and no 
perjl'h^ and that ibcy were mere Uictaphyli- 
cal confiderations which led him to place 
this good at the head of the univerfCj is cvi* 
dent from his reafoning on the fubjcA* 
f* The good/' he fays, is above every 

* En ^ «y rasifa^Tfy to t. traroa rtiWhsu^ m wnmm jf ' 
ffiAif 0v2a, /ill *v oi'V/ Tip cotfuv 3Moqu«r ^ Taf^t ^ 

yaOau Scdl« i. cap* 5. p. 8. 

" thing 
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thing, becaufe all dcfire good But 
from the idea of a metaphyfical. prtaciple, 
we eaiily pals to that of a caufe, and from 
a caufc to a beings or per/on. The good, 

he fays, *f is the principle and 
^* firil caufc-j-,'* and the firft caufe he makes 
fynonymous to God. " God and the good 
f < («>«^or) are the fame. For that beyond 

which nothing i$, and which all de^re, is 
^'God$.'* 

It was. by metaphyfical reafoning that the 
Platonifts made ibe good to be fynonymous 
to the one, all numbers coniiftiog of unity 
repeated, and therefore proceeding from it, 
and being refolvablc into it, as they faid 
that all things proceed from, and return to, 
their refpe^^Uve caufes ; a maxim which oc- 
curs perpetually in Proclus. The one - 
f and the good i^Ayu^ov)'* hp fay§, are the 
f fame§/' 

* El yap ^ccficc rx cvla rs ayct^'S t^iLiai^ J)iXcv oil to vpiHoi^ ayaSop 
tfffuaiva. iuTcav ovlou^ Inftit. cap. 8. p. 418. 

t Ua^lm rm oir7»)( afx?i ^ mIm vfoiifn to ayc^w Ibid« 
cap* 12. p. 420. \ 

J JLm yap T aya^Q'j touP.cv . c yap jXYi^^^j ^7T^;l^lvx^ 

if wavia E^iiZm, ;^£^ rwo. Ibid. cap. 1 1 3- p. 462* 

§ TovTov yapsfj^ t cpyaSw. Ibid. cap. 20« p. 425. Cap; 
25. p. 4^8. 

Though 
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Though every thing was by the Pb- 
toniils called tfjtx** or principle^ with refpcA 
to that which immediately iol lowed it, yet 
in the ftrid; fenfe they applied this term to 
the firft and higheil priacipie only. No« 
thing/' fays Proclus, is hipcrior to the 
«f^X» ; for if efence was before the mr^ 
ejfence maft be the onc^ but it is not 
fo*.'* He alfo makes life fynonymous 
to the iirfl: principle, for he arranges ail 
kinds of beings ia the fulluwiug ordcrj^ 
Ufcy nous, foul, and body\. 

As the Supreme Beingt or caufc, mull^ 
according to thcfc fublime PLtonifts, be 
faperior to every thing, it is amufing enough 
to fee how they were puzzled ia making 
him funerior to tfftna, which alfo thry 
firangcly enough make fynonymous tOMw^. 
If (Jod inuil be fupcrior to ejfcncf, and be 
the caufe of effcna, they were well twam 
that he muit then have made lamicllt lioce 

• Tif? yap cwx»J« mcu x^irhf m mxyuxizy . f ; Si w %t»m 
moo TV fiP9(, vfxn3r^ im Tip i-Ji^- to qi, o^A l *ra tt la 
Pbtonem, Hb. a. cap. 4« p. 84* 

9n TTtf Cu^ioW rtxtiJhuaffs . Ibhi. Ub. 3. cap. 6. pu 1 ji* 
t JUiyfl^tniam. Ibid* lib. 2< op. 4«p. 93, 

I he 
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he muft have ejfence as the foundation of his 
other properties. This, therefore, feems 
to have been admitted by the Platonifls, 
and their reafoning on this fubject is truly 
not a little curioas* Plotinus fays, that 
«^ offence is not a caufe with refped: to GUxl» 
but God with refpeA to effence, for he 
made it for himfelf» and having txiade it^ 
*^ placed it without himfelf, he not wanting 
eflence, fince he made it ; for, confidered 
as beings he did not make being. £ut it 
will be faid he muft then have been be- 
fore he was» if he made himfelf, being 
his own maker ; but wc muft fay, that he 
^< is not to be confidered as a thing made, 
but as a maker*/' On this a queftion is 
ftarted, whether God could have made 
himfelf otherwife than he did* But it is 
anfwered, that God hdng will itjclj\ there 

* Ou/g i7iv ctulca tt^yji n HffiA avju . «tM* ttujof etf)(jn T«f 
. » Tfllwp hJ^ k«9 0 fri 'tfoiu TO i^im T/ mv » avfACeti- 

loi'f TO (AiV ULlH^i KTO) in. To AM ^Olil^, ^UV *mf9 

lib. 8. cap. 19, 20. p. 754., 

*• could 
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could be no will prior to his exigence**' 
Proclus fays, tliat What fubfifts of itfelf^ 
being one, is at the lame time the cauje 
and the caufed-f-." 

Tlie notion of God having made hinifelf^ 
or,being bis own father^ and bis o/wn foitj is 
well expofed by the author of the Recogni^ 
tions^ as implying that he muil |iave exifted 
hefore he did;};. 

• * E ATNATO ^¥ A^oli maiuv iAiJov » 0 e^o/jiV£— a/s 
£n« 6* lib. 8. eap. 21. P' 7$5v 
p. 436. 

X Sine prindpio ergo^icimus Dcum, tneiFabili provideii- 
tia demonftrante : qui non a feipfo fadus eft, nec a feipfo 
^enitus: eft enim fine principio et ingenitus : Ingcnitl 
autem appellatio, non quid fit, nobis iptdligere dat, fed 
quod non eft faiSlus. Autopatoran vero et Autogeneton, 
hoc eft, ipfum fibi patrcm, ipfumque iibi Elium, qui vo- 
caverunt illud quod eft ingenitum, contutneliam facere 
coiiaii rLiiU, duoiis dcfervicntcs rationlbus. Indigcrc enim 
nativitate illud quod erat priu$ quam n^ceretur, parvulo- 
rum more intelligentes, putaverunt 5 et illud quod fuerat 
pro eo quod fuerit ponentes, quali per feipfum fadlum, 
dicere,' infania infanierunt; et«plantationibu8 comparare 
illud quod eft ingenitum ut dsemoniofi, auii funt. - Lib. 3, 
fed. 3. p. 519. 
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This doArine of the fuperiority of the 
divine eiTence to every thing elfe, led thele 
Platonifts to fome curious diftiru^ions with 
refpe<3: to the place of Godi and as they 
imagined that his being contauied in any 
thing would imply fome kind of inferio- 
rity, they therefore made him the container^ 
The Gods," fays Jamblichus, are not 
fubjed to any part of the univerfe, nor is 
any part free from them ; but, being 
fuperior, they are not fo in it as to be con« 
" tained by it, but they contain all things, 
and terreftrial things have their efience 
*• in the divine fullnefs To illuftrate 
this, he fays, that "as light contains the 
things which are enlightened by it, fo 
the power of the gods contains the things 
which partake of itf." Agreeable to 

TO U9xi» fed. I, Cap. 9. p« 15. 

f fl^ir«p vK TO *tn^^yii ra. (^'J\t^ouzvA, ts]u<n 7of 

Ibid fe^.i. cap. 9. p. 17* 

this. 



Digitized by Google 



381? Principles of the Book I^^ 

this, Plotlnus fays, that intelligible place 
is in God, and not God in it^." 
The foul, likewife, having the fame fu- 
periority to the body, that God has to the 
intelligible world, it follows from the fame 
principle, that the foul of the world is not 
contained in the world, but the world in 
its foul. Accordingly,. i:^lotinu$ fays, The 
** foul is not in it, but it is ia the foul y 
for the body is not the place for the foul, 
but the toul is in the«^?^^j"f." Purfuing 
the fame idea, he would have faid that the 
mus was in the good. 

Again, the foul of o^an bears the fame 
relation to the body of man, ^ that the foul 
of the world bears to the world, Plotin^us^ 
fays^ that Plato, giving a ibul to the body, 
did well in faying that the body was iu- 
*f the foul/' He illuftrates this by faying, 
in the fame connexion, that it is more, 
proper to fay that air is in light, than 

* Oi^^ vonlcf Tocrof ip ttvr», avtos ^< tsa i» ctTAw • £o« 6m 
Jib. 7. cap. 35. p. 7*7- 

ToTcf lo ca^A 7M 4fJc»*^* l^^y f» • En« 5- lib* 

5* €ap. 9« p. 528» 

^ that 
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that light is in air*." From this fpeci-. 
men of the pljiyfics of Fkto, fome idea may. 
be formed of his metapbyfics \ for he is juit 
as great in the one as he is in the other. I£ 
\ye ^lay reduce to fome general maxi^m all 
his obkrvations concerning the place of 
thingSr we ihould perhaps fay, that when, 
two things, which have mutual adion, exift. 
together, that which is the more refined, 
and the more excellent of the two, is to ba 
confidered as the container^ and the other as 

« 

the contained. 

The word trinity does not much occur 
in the writings of the Pktoniils, till we 
come to Proclus, who has a trinity cf 
trinities, and pretends to find them all in' 
Plato. I am far from being able develope 
the ideas of Proclus on this fubje£t, and 
lhall only extrad from him fo much.^s. 
may ferve to (hew, that he did not niean a 
trinity of ferfons, but only of principles.- 
•* Unity/* he fays, mull precede the tri- 

•£5rg op9<yf iyv^' ^ iVTttv^dt, K%yuVf o ccwp ^v rwpurt * 
Sm 4. lib. |. cap. as. p. 388. 

. > ility. 
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" nity*." He fpcaks of a " Dcmiurgus, 
placed before the trinity -f/' All trinity 
is wholcnefs In every trinity tiicrc 

is an- end, an infinite, and a mixed 
Every thing divine is fair, wilc, and 
powerful. This trinity belongs tu iil 

"the gods§." "For the three trinitiei 
thcmfelves declare^ myftically the un« 
known caufe of the firft, and altogether 
incommunicable Godf 
Vv ith rcfpect to thcie difterciit trinities, 

he fays, the firft trinity is called one be- 

* Sir » v^TkK T^O-« Mi «^ mmM^ vom 

^ame9im tnr fiowb mfnttfjffa. Wamm Tcy Ta^fif 9ot mi |»- 
a^X^« hi i^Utoncm, lib* 5, cap. 14. p. 281. 

6* cap. 6. p. 356. 

^ KoiifWit ftfv^TmiT/Mi^ 0M?h( irow Ibid* fib. cap. 

2O1 p* 166. 

I £v «uni 70^ m asiy»« ftfdbr. Ibid, lib* 3, c. 
p. 142. 

^( Ibid. lib. I. cap. xxi. p. 56. 

Sm, ^} a^Wb axivv^ a^'^m. Ibid. Ub. 3. c. 14. 

p. 143. 
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ing*." He alfo fpeaks of the firft tri-. 
nity as eftablifhing all things, the fecond as 
giving them motion, and the third as re-^ 
ducing things to their firlF principles -f-,** 
But the whole is moft obfcurely expreiTed, 
** The fecond trinity/' he fdys, is called 
wbolenefSf perceived by the mind J/' **It8* 
parts, he fays, ** are the one, and the being^^ 
which are the extreme, and the middle 
power joins them, but does not perfe<21y 
•* unite them, as in the former trinity." lb. 

This fecond trinity, he fays,* ** is in the 
" Timaeus, called tf/wyjl." After this,'* ^ 

* KoAiilbu n mfSpn Tfiof, fiv pv. In Platoncm, lib. 3; 

cap. 20. p. 164. 

Toif o^M$ X9iVyoi . n h rpiky rng im to sv emr^ofyif^ tt]; TEAfioWoj 
fftiv&^tffffwns ^ev?6fa ««/2a VfOf rag taukv ofXff* Ibid, lib* 4* 
cap, 3. p. 184. 

X KoC^^Oai TOivuv n ^Buli^a t^io;^ oT^fi^ vom . h aJlng, ra 
^ TO OP oxfa Xtjfu • fAMffn h ri iim/Mf wa xavlau^a owaTtlu^ 
.jiX ^ (xodasref or th «rfo ai%) to if, to oy • Ibid. lib. 3* 
cap. 20. p. 165. 

Ibid« p. 169, 

Vol. C c he 
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he iays, we fee the third tanlty advanced, 

in which all intelligible multitude ap^ 
*.* pears, in which we alio fee wbolenefsy but 

conlilling of many parts*/' 

When my readers have perfedly under- 
flood thefe few paiTages relating to the Pla*- 
tonic trinities, let them proceed to what 
Proclus farther fays of the Demiurgic tri* 
nity^^ and of the Demiurgic unity taken 

frdm the trinity of the governing Fa- 
^* thers j:/' and then he will be pretty 
well prepared for the ftudy of the chriftian 
trinity. 

mt»9mif^mri9oIla^nins, In Platonem, lib. 3. cap. 510. 
p* 166. 

Ibid. lib. 6: cap. 7. p. 358. 

% 07i fiev avn ^-nfititfyiKn ^qvch^ rni T^wtJb^ twv nyt^toviHW)/ waiE- 
fm fi^ifv^* Ibid. cap. 8* p. 359, 
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* 

SECTION II. 

• Of the Docirine of the PLiionijls ' concerning 
the Union of the Soul with God^ and general 
Olfervations* 

J-JAVING feen this ftrange confufion of 
ideas refpe&ing the divine nature, its 
operations and influences^ we ihall the lefs 
wonder at the myfticifm of thefe Platoniils 
with refped: to the exaltation of the mind 
of man by a fuppofed Union with the di- 
vine nature, fo as to be fupported and noU'^ 
rijlicd by it; for it was a maxim with 
them, that every thing is perfeded and 
nouriihed by its proper caufe^ as Jambli* 
clius fays, the foul is perfected by the 
<^ nous^ and nature by the foul; and in like 
manner other things are nourlfhed by 
their caufcs*." One would thinks how* 
ever, that, admitting this principle, it 
might be fufiicient to fuppofe every thing 

iOOiX 0^avlt»f WJTQ rm avrm Cnp 10* fed* p* 

iat6. 

C C 2 to 
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to be pwrfcdlcd by. its proper and hnmcdiale 
cau/e ; and, therefore, that the mind of man 
ihould be pcrfe6led by its union to the 
Icjiial goJsy ci vit Urthcft to the divine notJT^ 
without having any communtcacion with 
the highcll principle of all, or tbf gooc-, 
and, indeed, upon this idea, Plotinus fpeakt 
of the foul being attached to the hgus^ aad 

the nous to the gocd"^** Agreeably to 
this alfo, Jaaiblichus fpeaks of the fool it 

raifed by Theurgy* (or certain magical 
operations) " above all matter, and Quitcd 

to the eternal logos 

But this was not luilicicnt for the fouls 
of thefe philofophers, which afpircd higher 
than thole of ordinary men. 1 hey thought 
that they might pals through the inidli^Ule 
iDorld, to the faighell principle of all, and 
be united to the good itfclf. Thus Pur* 
phyry fays concerning Plotinus, that he 
was wakeful, and had a pure foul, always 
aipiring tu the Deity, whom he entirely 

J. cap. 33. p. 73 1. 

i Vju^ woff^ kfots mCif^ mom^ item tm Hnm ntm^mrn* 
ttSU 10. ca^6. p« 177. 

IcvcJi 



Digitized by 



Chap. VII. later Platotiffts, 389 

loved; that he did his utmoft to deliver 
himfelf from the bitter waves of this 
** cruel life, and that thus, as this divine 
perfcn was railing himfelf in his thoughts 
^' to the firil and fupreme God, in the me<- 
** tliod defcribed in jhe banquet of Plato, 
*^ this Godi without form or idea, and 
placed above the nous, and every thing 
intelligible, appeared to him ; to which 
God," he adds, I, Porphyry, once ap- 
^' proached, and was united, in the 68th 
^* year of my age*/' 

The means by which this union with the 
Deity is eflfedied, is explained by .Proclus, 
as far as mere words can do it ; but the 
meaning is, I own, above my comprehen* 
fion. The foul," he fays, entering into 
its own unity, beholds every thing, and 

cut ffTT&f- 

^ '57^0^ TO Sfjw « 3i« vacrn^ mi 4^fX?fi "^f^i c7iTf «a»7 svoici, oaraK' 
Tsaymcu 'tBuipov HVfMy ^imal^iau^ th cu/m^qIh jnh ^a. t^c hfia2dfa 

%vi^ e<pcm uiiivc^ 0 fAnli ixo^pw /x>i t£ tiv% i^irav ^X'^t ^) 

^ fvoftiMttf Sof wm^imarwn oyW. Plotini vita, ad finem. 

Cc3 **God,". 
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God */' Agwn/' he lays, U is the 
faith of the gods that unites, in an ua- 
fpeakable mtnner, all the kinds of godf» 
and demoas, ^od happy fouls to ihe 

f lotinus gives us a more paiticukr ac- 
count of this mylierious afcent of the ibui 
to Gud in ilic icllovvin'T; terms, frQm vvhkh 
iome perfons may poifibly imagine, that thcjr 
may derive fome a0iiUnce in attaining to 
raptures of a fimilar nature* The know* 

ledge, or contact of the good, he [Plato] 

fays is the greatcft thing, and tlic grcuicil 
*f difcipline ; not meaning that the intui* 

lion of the good iticlf is the difcipline, 
•* but fomething to be learned hy it. To 

this we arc led by analogies, negations, 
" the kuuvv ledge of external things, iiiid 

certain gradations. For it muft be pre- 
4^ ceded by purgations, prayers*' [I'uppofcd 
to be undcriloodj virtues and ornaments 

j Smr. In PUtoncm, lib. i. cap< 3. p. 7. 
A&vftcMK. IbiJ» lib. I* cap. 25. p. 5|« 

of 
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of the mind, the aicent to the intelligible 
worlds fixing there, and laying hold of 
the things ilui arc there. Whofocvcr 
becomes at the fame time a fpedator and 
a ipcd:acle, of himielf and other thingi> 
and becoming ejfsnct and nous^ and the 
univerfal living thing, no longer fees any 
" thing from without, but being himlclf 
" that thing, that is, the intellig;ible world, 
or part of it, he is near to it, and within 
one ilage of it** [that is, the good itlclf] 
then ihining with every thing that is in- 
tciiigiblc. Then laying afidc all difci- 
plinc, the rudiments of a khuol, and 
being fixed in the beautiful, he knows 
whiiiicr he is advanced. Aiid being 
^< borne thence by the wms itfelf, as by a 
wave, and carried aloft by it, as it were 
fwclling, he gains the fuddcn intuition. 
Not feeing bono^ but the fight filling his 
eyes with light, he fees nothing but it, 
the light itfelf being the vifion 



<€ 
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As it may be fuppofed that the learned 

of PI utiiuis, VIZ. Marfilius 
Ficinus, well underflood this iublime part 
of Platoniim, aad may explain it better, I 
(hall give his comment upon it. ** The 

ladder by which we afcend to the 
•* cipic has feven Heps. The firfl is, the 
purgation of the mind ; the fecond, the 
knowledge of the divine works particu- 
•* larly provided i the third, the contem-* 
plation of the order by which the infe- 
rior works arc gradually brought to the 
fuperior ; the fourth, a certain propor* 
** tionable compariibu, bringing it from this 
ordkr to that which is divine ^ the fifth, 
is negation, by which you feparate all 
that you conceive from the principle ; 
the &xthi is eamcft prayer to God^ that the 

^ Ti.'v WEB tmac-Ei; . 0$ Tij yivt\lou oyiM htdhiq te x) ^ana cculog ovTv 
mvlo fb^w . talo hynofUiHS^ tyyug cn» ^ to ^s(iis&mn J^v/hffwr^ 

'ntbt fm • ^mxfistf tai otHlv ts vh om^mtiwk^ mcu i4« u^' ouv 

f iJ]o$ Ta « o' aJIa ^tTTQirsftsv oMo o^av, om' fiw;1o to ^tfj Ta 

ifofiaw. Plotim £n. ^. lib* cap. 36. p. 727* 

^^Fathef 
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Father of the intelkdual world himfelf 
^< may truly make you the intelled:ual worlds 

being virtually this world from the be- 
^* ginning; the feventh, that when 3rou are 
become the intelledtual world, being car- 
ricd farther by the love of the good^ you 
may be transformed from the inteile<^u^l 
ftate to ibe good^ which is above in- 
** telkft 

Jamblichus follows Plotinus, and agrees 
with him in his account of this myftical 
union of the foul to God. Coniidering how 
far the adions of the foul in thefe divine 
extafies arc voluntary, he fays, " This di- 

* Scala per quam afcendltur ad prlncipiuni, feptem 
gradus habet : primus eft purgatio animi : fecuadus, cog* 
nitto opemm *diviiioruin finguladm comparata : tertius . 
contcmplatio ordinis, quo opera inferiora reducuntur ad 
iuperiora gradatim : quartos, comparatio quaodam propor* 
ttonalis ex ordine hujufmodi ad divinum ordinem fefe con- 
ferens : quintus, negatio per quam cundla quae concipis 
fepares a principlo: fextu8> fupplex ad Deum oratio, ut 
jpfe intelie6fcualis mundi pater te reddat mundum intel- 
]e6hialem a^u : ens enim potentia mundus hie ab initio : 
feptimus, ut quum ipie mteiie^tualis mundus cvafcris, 
ultcrius amore boni concitus,. ex flatu intelieclu^li tratii^ 
formeris in bonum fuperius intelleflu. Plotini. £n. 6^ 
lib. 7. p. 727, 

vine 
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394 Principles of the 3qoj^I* 

viae irradiation, which comes by prayers, 
•* fliiacs and opcr<ites voluntarily, and is £ir 
from any thing of violence. But» hy a 
<^ divine energy and perfcdion^ as mucii ex* 
^* eels all voluntary motion, as the diFiQc 
will of the good excels all animal voli* 
tion« By fuch volition the gods, being 
gracious and merciful, infuie abandant 
light on thofe who are engaged in theor* 
gic exercifcs, calling their fouls to them, 
and giving them an union with them*- 
ielves I accufloming them, even, when 
they are in the body, to be feparate from 

the body, and to be carried to their eter* 

nal and intelligible principle. What I 
^* fay appears from fafts to be the fafety of 
the fouL For in feeing thefe happy vi^ 
lions, the foul changes its animal life, and 
z&s with another energy ; and feeing 
things in their true light, he no longer 
•* confidcrs himfelf as a man. For after 
quitting his proper life, he becomes pof^ 
•* felled of the moft happy energy of the 
gods*." 
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Plato hlmfelf is always referred to, as 
having taught this method of tlie alceat of 
the foul to God, or the chief good. But 
tl^ough what he has faid on the fubje£t may 
have led to this myAerious bufinefs, it falls 
far fliort of it. Treating of beauty^ in his 
dialogue intitled The Banquel, he fays, we 
may pafs'from particular beautiful objedts 
in nature to beauty in the abfiraSt^ and this 
he defcribes as the fame thing with good in 
the abftradi, or the firft principle of all 
things y in the contemplation of which con«- 
fills the higheil happinefs of man. Having 
defcribed this progrefs at large, he fays, iu 
M. Sydenham's tranilation^ 

roif ^iov^ycif, retf it '\'VX^ wrtsi9 €i( wmi AtdxuKifmpt^ 

T« <tf Tct^ X.at/ ill %V QuyifLU ^J-fitf A^ifAff^lU Tfty ffii^JtATaVt 

fri Te 7Wf AiJ'twf iut4 nnrnif tAvnn ttfx^^ ta^tAyi^^ttu^ 

XAi «/' u¥^f«ir^ %iv«u if^€irtff, 7« T«(f<9-«; ny^ifAn* ntahK^ 
^gtfp ivi^y.ixv \\^hcf^stj:i. Jamb, dc My Her. fc«S\. i. cap. 12. 

4* Here 
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Here is to be foaod, if any wbere» the 
•* happy iifc> the ultimate object of dcGrc 
to man. It is to live for ever in behold- 
ing this confummate beantyt the light ol 
<* which, if ever you attain it, will appcar 
" not to be in gold, nor in magnificent at- 
" tire» nor in beautiful youths or damicU. 
** Withfuch, however, at prcfcnt, many of 
« you are fo intirely taken up, and with the 
fight of them fo abfolutely charmed, that 
" you would rejoice to fpend your whole 
lives, were it poffiblc, in the prelcocc of 
thofc enchanting objcds, without any 
thoughts of eating or drinlcingt but 
** fcafting your eyes only with their beauty, 
and living al.vu^o in the bare fight of it. 
If this be fo, what efiod, think yoo, 
would the light of beauty /{/ly have upon 
a man, were he to (ee it pure and genuine, 
not corrupted and ilaincd all over with 
the mixture of llclli and c^Iour^, aad 
^* much more of like peri(hing and fading 
traih; but were able to view that dH inc 
clTcncc, the beautiful rjclf^ in its own fim- 
plicity of form. Think you that the lile 
of fuch a. man would be coatcmpiiblc or 

metoi 
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mean I of the man wlio alway^. directed 
his eye towards the right obje^, who 
looked always at real beauty, and wa$ con- 

" vcri'int wiih u L\;:uinuully. Perceive you 
not thatt in beholding the beautiful, with 
that eye with wiiich aiuuc it is pofliblc to 

^< behold it, thus and thus only could a man 
ever attain to generate not the images or 
fciublaacc of virtue, as iioi having his ia- 
timate commerce with an image, or a 
fcmblance, but virtue true, real, and fub«* 
ilantiaU from the converfe and embraces 

^* of that which is real and true. Thus be* 

** getting true virtue, a.aii briaging her up 
till ihe is grown matttce, he would be* 

<< come a favourite of the gods, and 
length would be, if any man ever bc^ 
himfclf one of the immortals^." Thofe 

* ErrovOa ^if, w yixi lli«^jn:» (f^ n Moi r^jo! iirri) uzt^ 
mm . tmffV9 iMrnrXi^ai, »} fkificf u ^ n^t^ a»ii Tz>?^i cfi.i.ff 

T« il» «^aKo•(. a^wScf^ «Ma ^ ititiirVf 

flMiraMbT»d;i3t, mom jbw A h**^ idUW * ^ on (1^) pai0a 
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who can admire thefe- things, (hould not 
complain of Jacob Behmen* 

This wild enthuliaftic notion of an union 
to God» to be obtained by contemplation, 
auilerity, aad a particular difciplinc, was 
eagerly embraced by many fpcculating chrif- 
tian8« and contributed greatly to that tnm for 
myfticifm, which infected iuch great num- 
bers in former times, and which infeds many 
even to this day. It likewife contributed to 
that fondncfs for folitude, and abftraiUon 
from the world, which gave rife to the efta- 
bliihmcnt of hermits and monks* The lan- 
guage of many chriftians has been much the 
fame with the following of Jamblicbas, who 
delcribes a two-fold (late of man, one in 
which we are all ibul, and being out of 
the body, are raifed aloft, and dwell w^th 
^ the univcrlal and iaimaterial gods ; and 

another ftate in which we are bound by 

the ihell of the body, fo as to be confined 

^^ofAtm. vxa^x^^ Sfo^iXn yfif^^o^) ^^ tvxip rmm^mi&pitwm^ a9»* 
mdm ^ oufffu, Convivium, p. 331. £4* Getu 

« by 
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by matter and to be, as it were, wholly 
<^ corporeal */' 

Clemens Alexandrinos fays, after Plato, 
that he who contemplates ideas, will live as 

a God among men, that nous is the place of 
ideas, and is Godf. 

If this account of the do6trInc of the 
Platonifts, with refpe£): to God and nature, 
does not give my readers complete fatisfac* 
tion, it "W'ill not be in my power to do it. 
The paiTages which I have feleded from 
Plotinus, and others, dark as they may ap- 
pear, are really fome of the cleareft in alt 

their writings, the bulk of which may well 
be denominated darknefs (hat may be felt. 
The writings of the Ichoolmen, which have 
been fo much ridiculed, on account of 
their obfcurity, and idle diftinftions, are 
day-light compared to thofe of thefe Pla-* 

Mfffun citt T¥ ow^MoT^, /itk^foi 7£ TAW fCE^' oAwv TAW ou?m petka* 
fojto^aifitv . av i^/t^ cr Ttv crptuht mfteOt^ ^ aat9 Tn; vkng 

ttalsxofJi^^iti ^ tCfiEv a-ufjaloiihi;, Sc£l. 5. cap. 1 5. p. i 30. 

inrw^ pm * m ^ Xl»^ ws^o S€^« Strom, lib, 4. 
^ 537- 

toaius. 
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tonifts^ I only defire any man of tolerable 

icnie, who has a competent knowledge of 
the Greek Lin-^uage, and who may be dif- 
pofed to think there is too much fcverity 
in this ceniuiXy to fpend a iingle day upon 
Plotinus, Jamblichus, or Proclus. If lie 
leave them without having his own mind 
very much beclouded (of which there is 
fome danger) I am confident that he will 
agree with me in my opinion concerning 
them. 

In paffing this cenfinie on the writtngi 

of theic Flatoniils, I am far from wiihing 
to fuggcft a low opinion of the undcrilond- 
ings of the mtn. 1 believe, that with rt* 
fpcct to their inteiledlual powers, they were 
equal to any metaphyficians of the prcieot 
age, or of any other i and fo certainly was 
Thomas Ai^uinas, :ind many of the ichool- 
men. But mankind had not then attained 
to. the hril elements of metaphylical know- 
ledge, which is now indeed in a very 
imperfeA ftate» much behind many other 
branches uf knowledge; and wliat poor 
vrork would Newton himfelf have made, if 
he had been let to read before he had 
I learnei 
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learned half his letters. As the mere art 
of reading is perhaps ftttained with more 
difficulty than any thing that we learn fub- 
fequ€nt to it» fo wc majr lajr that it coft 
the world more pains and thought to ao 
quire the very elements of philoiophical 
and metaphyficai knowledge^ than it did to 
make the moil ihining difcoveries after« 
wards, 1 am far, therefore, from defplfing 
the men who laboured under fuch great dtf- 
advantages ^ but I own that I do defpiie 
thofe who, negleding, and affedttig to de« 
fpife, the greater light of the prefent dajr, 
involve themfelves, and endeavour to ia« 
Yolve others, in the darknefs which over« 
fpread the world two thoufaod years ago. 

Having thus reprefenlcd what I appre- 
hend Platonirm to have been, I ihali in the 
next place, endeavour to (hew how thick 
a fliade from this mafs of darknefs was 
thrown upon the Jewiih religion in Fhilot 
and the chriftiaii in the writings of the 
early Fathers. In the mean time, this view 
of tliat iyilem of philofophy which was 
snoft admired at the time of the promulga- 
tion of chriftianity, a fyftem modo uie of 
Vol.. X, D d to 
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401 Pri$$cipkh Book I. 

to fupport a religion fttlt more 

itfelft dcbafing the faculties, and corrupt* 
ing the morals of tiien> may lenre co make 
us more tbaokful for the pure light of 
the gofpel, which the Father of lights was 
plaafe^t in the fuloefs of time, to fencU in 
order to difperfe that grois and banefiil 
darknefs. 

A fuller diiplay of Platooiim, ia a traoi* 

huioQ of the wflungs of PlutuiUi, J^:a- 

blichus, and Proclus (if it was poflible 
to exhibit fuch wretched nonfeofe in any 
modern language) would cootribute ftill 
^re to make ^hriftianhy appear to its 
proper adv<yuage. And indeed, to do it 
juftice» it cu :ht to be compared with thu 
iyitem of knowledge which human reafoa 
Lad aAually produced at the time of lu 
promulgation, and not with that which the 
reaibo of man (dril put into a right traclL 
by itfclf ) has been able to produce in the 
fpace of two ihouiand years Unce ihaa 

liU}C* 

XNO or TUK FIRST VOLUM£. 
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